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ABSTRACT
Quality Day Care for Infants and Toddlers:
Effects on Parent-Child Interaction
(February 1985)
Mary Ellin Logue, B.S., University of Maine
M.A. , Oakland University, Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by:

Professor Carolyn Edwards

Videotapes of infants and toddlers and their parents were
analyzed using a modified frequency approach to ascertain whether
observable differences in parent-child interaction existed for
families employing half-day center-based care for their children
and families choosing other child care arrangements;

to explore the

ways in which patterns of parent-child behavior in a routine home
task compared to patterns of
and toddlers;

"teacher-like" behavior with infants

and to measure and compare observable differences in

children’s socially-initiating,

complying and self-help behaviors

with respect to child care arrangement.

Thirty-eight children

ranging in age from 8 to 28 months and their working parents were
videotaped in a dressing and bathing (or eating) activity.

Half of

the children attended model half-day infant and toddler centers and
half of

the children were cared for in home-based arrangements.

All families were intact and all mothers worked at least part-time.
Center parents were lower than non-Center parents in a summed
cluster of behaviors avoided by trained teachers.
requests

Center parents’

for compliance correlated highly with child compliance
vii

while non-Center parents'

requests for compliance correlated with

high levels of child resistance and ignoring.
families were parents'

"autonoray-promoting" behaviors correlated

with child self-help behaviors.
in "expressive affect"

Only in Center

Center parents were rated higher

than non-Center parents.

No differences were found between Center and non-Center
children in their rates of
self-help behaviors.

socially-demanding,

compliance or

Toddlers with daily peer contact were higher

in self-help initiation than toddlers in individual care.
Additionally,

parents of girls were found to promote autonomy

more than parents of boys.

Girls and children whose mothers were

employed part-time were higher in self-help initiations than were
boys or children whose mothers were employed full-time.

When

mothers worked full-time, parents requested compliance less and
initiated object

play more than when mothers worked part-time.

A distinction was made between the "visible" and "invisiblestructure of high-quality child care programs and the importance of
educating parents about the subtle approaches used by trained
teachers to promote autonomy and cooperation was addressed.
appeared

that parents using Center care for their children were

influenced by certain overt features of
subtle

It

features of

the teacher's role.
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the program but unaware of
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CHAPTER

I

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Currently there are nearly eight million preschool children
with working mothers in America.
an increase in the number of
parental care:
young

families using day care to supplement

between a third to one-half of the families with

children.

Parents using day care services are not a

homogenous group.
variety of

In the last decade there has been

reasons:

external pressure.

Women join or remain in the workforce for a
some inner-directed and others motivated by
Economic neces’sity and the increasing divorce

rate are two factors compelling mothers, many of whom would prefer
to be at home,

into the workworld.

Other women, who have postponed

child rearing until their careers were established,
pursue

continue to

their careers with personal satisfaction following the

births of

their children.

Still other parents whose primary role

is homemaker have come to recognize the social benefits of group
experiences for their young children and themselves and have joined
the working mothers in advocating and competing for the few
available quality day care slots.
The words "infant day care" elicit strong opinions from
parents of

young children,

specialists.

from community members and from child

Attitudes change slowly.

Even among successful

professional women, who derive satisfaction from their work,
ambivalence about day care prevails.
young children should work only if

The view that mothers of

they must for economic reasons

1

2
still lingers.
two-thirds of

According to Clarke-Stewart

(1982), more than

the parents interviewed in a recent survey thought

that children suffer if their mothers work, a view held by half of
the working mothers

themselves.

Partly because of

the geographical mobility of the nuclear

family, help with child care provided by immediate family members
is less available to parents today than it was in previous
generations.

This decrease in family support and guidance,

coupled

with the clash between our society's traditional family-oriented
values and current economic necessity creates a great deal of
stress for many working families.

"Parents today are worried and

uncertain about the proper balance between permissiveness and
firmness.

They fear they are neglecting their children yet they

sometimes resent the demands their children make.
whether they’re doing a good job as parents,
define just what a good job is"
Clarke-Stewart,

1983,

concern and confusion.

p.

17).

(Keniston,

yet are unable to

1977,

quoted in

This quotation reflects great

Where do parents turn for advice and

guidance about child-care choices,
routines?

(They) wonder

discipline,

How do working parents select

the optimal supplemental

care arrangement for their young children?
beneficial for children?

play and daily

Is day care harmful or

Will daily exposure to group care create

"institutionalized," unspontaneous behaviors or will it enhance

social competence?
studies conducted since the

1960's suggest that day care

3
itself,

does not retard intellectual development or impair the

mother-infant bond.

Studies comparing intellectual development in

day care and home-reared children (Doyle & Sommers,
al.,
1970;

1978; Hock,

1980;

Ramey & Mills,

Howes & Boyle,

Kagan, Kearsley & Zelazo,

1977; Robinson & Robinson,

1978;

1978;
1978;

Golden et

Keister,
Rubenstein,

1981; provide no evidence that day care influences

the intellectual functioning of children except for increasing the
mental development of

infants

from poor families.

That the

mother-infant relationship is adversely affected as a consequence
of day care has not been substantiated (Blanchard & Main,
Brookhart & Hock,

1976;

Portnoy & Sommers,

1978;

Moskowitz,

Schwarz,

& Corsini,

cited in Belsky & Steinberg,

1979;

1977;
1978).

Additionally,

many of

the respected and well-publicized

in the

field,

originally skeptical of day care (e.g. Benjamin

Spock,

Jerome Kagan and John Bowlby) have moved toward a more

positive view of

the experience

(Clarke-Stewart,

1982).

experts

for children and families

Although it

is reassuring to hear that day

care does not directly impede infant develoment we need more data
about

the impact

that day care participation has on family

organization and functioning.
In his book, The Ecology of Human Development,
has criticized

Bronfenbrenner

the research on day care for its restriction to

immediate effects.

Much of

the research on the effects of day care

has relied on either psychological tests or laboratory measures.
Rather

than assessing the child's functioning as a whole,

these

4
measures

reflect only the child's reaction to a specific situation,

often Ainsworth's strange situation (Ainsworth & Wittig,
Also,

by focusing on one member of

the family network,

1969).

the family to the exclusion of

valuable data are overlooked.

Another

criticism Bronfenbrenner has made of day care research is the
narrow viewpoint of

the disciplines in which it has been studied.

While developmental psychologists have examined the effects on
children of day care experiences without studying its effects on
the family,

sociologists have studied maternal employment and

husband-wife role-sharing without considering the effects of day
care on the children's development.

Bronfenbrenner has called for

a larger and more subtle analysis of

the various settings affected

by day care,

for an analysis crossing disciplines and examining

similar and contrasting patterns of activities,
of

the individuals involved.

He assumes that if different settings

produce different developmental consequences,
should be reflected in the roles,
parents,

roles and relations

these differences

activities and attitudes of

teachers and children in day care and home settings.

Bronfenbrenner’s call to social scientists to consider "ecological
validity"
findings

in designing their research and interpreting their
is beginning to have an influence on the nature of

investigations conducted.

The shift in focus

day care on children to effects on

the

from the effects of

families and network systems is

beginning to be reflected in more recent work (Bunge & Hock.
Feldman & Sarnat,

1984; Howes & Olenick.

1984;

Powell,

1979).

1984;

This dissertation and the larger study on which it
(Edwards, Loehr, Logue,

& Roth,

is based

1984) explores the effects of day

care by analyzing the relationships between family dynamics and
child-care arrangements.

The question posed is no longer "Is day

care good or bad for infants?"
include

the following:

The questions have broadened to

"Is the child behavior learned

care center carried over at home?”
behavior or adjust
contact with the
structure of

in the day

"Do parents alter their

the family's living space as a result of regular

teachers'

attitudes and practices and the physical

the day care center?"

"Do day care parents share

child—care responsibilities more or less than other families do?
"Are parental limit-setting and independence-promoting methods
influenced by day care?"

These are the questions that motivated

the present study.

Purpose of the Study

A basic assumption of

the larger study on which this

dissertation is based is that

individuals'

behaviors and attitudes

are influenced by the physical and social settings in which they
spend their time.
members,

The age,

sex,

status and number of group

the nature of shared activity,

the quality and quantity of

touching and proximity as well as the size and arrangement of the
environment,

influence daily routines and hence influence the

behavioral patterns of

individuals

(Whiting & Whiting,

1975).
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The purpose of
experiences of

the larger study was to examine the daily life

two matched samples of

infants and toddlers over an

eight-month period in order to explore the impact of high quality
center-based care on the child-rearing patterns of parents.
were collected with respect to the following:
activities,

Data

the diversity of

settings, and new people to which the child was

exposed;

child-care practices followed with respect to sleep,

weaning,

toilet training and schedules and the extent to which

parents created

"child—centered

The major hypothesis of

physical and social environments.

this dissertation is that the

socialization practices of parents whose children have been in a
university day care center throughout an eight-month period will
differ from those of parents who selected other child-care
arrangements.

Videotapes of

the parents undressing,

bathing (or

feeding)

and dressing their infants or toddlers were made in the

homes at

the end of

the research study period and were analyzed for

38 specific parent and child behaviors.
of

The nature and frequency

initiating and responding behaviors of child and parent were the

focus of

this

inquiry.

Significance of the Study

Although a substantial amount o£

research on the effects of

day care on young children has been published (see reviews of
literature in Belsky * Steinberg,

1978;

Belsky,

this

Steinberg 8 Walker,

7
1982;

Clarke-Stewart,

1982; Rutter,

1981), relatively little is

known about the relationships between family dynamics and
supplemental child care structures.

The purpose of this study (and

the larger study of which this study is a part)

is to examine these

relationships.
Much of

the research on parental behavior change related to

day care participation has been focused on how poor, usually young
and single mothers
"middle-class"
1976;

(who may be highly stressed)

in their child-rearing approaches

Ramey & Mills,

middle-class,

became more

1977).

(Falender & Heber,

The present study focuses on

two-parent families and seeks to discover more subtle

changes in the child-rearing approaches of parents whose lives are
relatively less stressful than were the parents previously studied.
"Quality care”
defined,

term.

is a frequently used,

space,

child/adult ratio,

training and/or education of

stability of

caregivers,

quality of materials and class size.

has not been adequately defined in past
reason,

inconsistently

Judgements about quality are typically based on

factors including the following:
caregivers,

but

physical

In my view,

research,

"quality"

and for this

findings on the effects of day care may be more

program-specific than we know.
present one,

of

Intensive studies,

such as

the

individual families participating in specific child

care programs, will be helpful in isolating the relative effects of
"quality"

care on family functioning.

Although the lives of

families involved in this study were

8
relatively less stressful than the lives of parents in most day
care studies,

the combination of work and/or school and parenting

(faced by the parents in this study) can be stressful.
a social network to relieve some of
recognized as an important

The use of

the stress is becoming

factor in competent parenting (Belle,

1982; Easterbrooks & Goldberg,

1983).

Integration into a social

support network has been found to predict

the effectiveness of the

mother in parent-child interaction (Hetherington, Cox & Cox,
Weinraub & Wolf,

1983).

1982;

Day care teachers may well be important

components of a parent’s support network.

It has been suggested

that parents who select center-based care in a university
(consciously or unconsciously)

expect

teachers to socialize their

children toward more mature behaior (Belsky & Steinberg,

1978).

It

is also possible that parents choosing day care may be looking for
models and support
assuming that

in their roles as parents.

the teachers socialize their children,

also identify with and model the teachers'
socialization of

their children.

with trained teachers,

the parent may

approach to the

In selecting a reputable center

parents may expect

learn skills in the center environment
home.

Rather than simply

that their children will

that may not be learned at

They may see the center as an enriching environment for

their child, rather than simply a safe, neutral holding place until
the '•real’’
from work).

learning environment is restored (i.e.

mother comes home

Frequent and positive contact with teachers may

influence parents’

behavior with their children by giving them a

9
chance to learn different strategies for interacting with their
children,

in a more general way by alleviating their feelings of

guilt and boosting their confidence in their parenting skills.
Teachers are frequently consulted about home problems
(bedtime,

eating habits,

resistance,

etc.) and are also considered

by many parents to be support-resource persons,
child in day care is first-born.

especially when the

As a day care teacher, 1

frequently had direct experience with parents seeking my support in
many ways.
children.

Clearly,
While

only one of my roles was to teach the

some parents asked for specific techniques for

improving their effectiveness in achieving compliance,
watched the teachers and gradually began to
approaches

successfully.

about personal issues,
wives

and women (e.g.

money but more

choices affecting their lives as mothers,
"Should I apply for a new job that means more

time away from home?"

“How do you think it would

this summer?"

doesn't spend enough time with our child.

childcare
adapted

to

new

It was common for mothers to seek advice

affect my child if I get pregnant

involved?")

try-out

others

If as Caldwell (1984)

represents a version of
the social realities of

"My husband

How can I get him more

suggests..."professional
the extended family which has
the modern world"

(p.

4),

the

role of day care teachers must be more broadly defined to include
family support services.
report
about

Belsky,

Steinberg and Walker (1982)

an in centers claim to learn more
that parents with children
ith children in family day care
parenting than do those wit

10
homes.

This may be a function,

expectations
utilize as

at

of the

that parents bring to the child care facilities they

they often view center day care teachers as persons

specially trained in child care.
nature of

least in part,

limit-setting,

This study,

in comparing the

autonomy-promoting and responsive

behaviors employed by parents who use center—based day care
services and
define

those who choose other arrangements may help better

the influence and effects day care teachers have on family

functioning.

Such data have implications

respectability of

for increasing the

professionals in this field.

Review of the Literature

Research conducted during the

1960's and

1970 s focused

primarily on the quality of attachment of day care children to
their mothers

and on intellectual development of

these children.

Most research on the effects of day care usually relied on either
psychological tests or laboratory measures.
from these studies,

Given the evidence

the consensus of opinion suggests that

professional child care does not necessarily have negative
consequences
development
Rutter,

for children's cognitive or socio-emotional
(Belsky & Steinberg,

1981).

1978;

Caldwell & Freyer,

1982;

It does not weaken young children s attachment

their mothers nor does

to

it stunt intellectual growth of children or

retard their language development.

More recently,

researchers have

11
turned their attention to what Bronfenbrenner refers to as
"second-order effects,"

those influences indirectly affecting the

family or child care systems and thus influencing behavior and
attitude.

Perceiving the family as a social system inter-related

with other social systems

(e.g.

day care,

employment)

provides a

context in which to study the ways different families accommodate
to supplemental child care services.

In the next section,

research on the following topics will be reviewed:
employment as it

the

maternal

relates to role-satisfaction/conflict, day care's

effect on child/adult interaction and a comparison of

teacher and

parent interaction styles.

Maternal Employment:

Role Satisfaction Versus Role Conflict

Maternal employment can significantly influence the mother's
emotional state particularly with respect
guilt

to feelings of adequacy,

and anxiety which affect her interaction with her children.

Mothers

returning to work after the birth of a baby frequently

experience feelings of guilt and uncertainty regardless of
reasons

for returning to work (Clarke-Stewart,

1974).

Research on the effects of maternal employment suggest that

the role satisfaction of

1982,

their

Hoffman,

a mother, whether or not she feels

comfortable working rather than staying home, has more impact on
child development
Haskins,

1980;

than does maternal employment per se (Farran &

Hock,

Hock (1978,

1980;

1980)

Hoffman,

1974;

Lamb

1982).

proposed that satisfaction with mothering is

12
intimately linked with congruence between the mother's beliefs
about exclusive maternal care and her work status.

She found that

the infants of working mothers did not differ from those of
nonworking mothers with respect to their developmental status nor
in their social behaviors directed toward their mothers.

She did

find that nonworking mothers felt that exclusive maternal care was
more important than did working mothers.

The work status of

nonworking mothers is congruent with their attitude toward
exclusive care, whereas working mothers who prefer exclusive
maternal care are in conflict.

She found that infants of

role-conflicted mothers made less effort to stay close to their
mothers than did babies of mothers not in conflict.

If one views

the lower levels of closeness-seeking of these infants as
reflecting a lack of a trusting reliance on the mother, then the
conflict between maternal work status and maternal attitudes may be
negatively affecting the mother-infant relationship.
In an attempt to clarify the role conflict construct, Bunge
and Hock (1984) studied 35 working-class and 34 middle-class
employed mothers with infants with respect to maternal anxiety on
separation from their infants.
socioeconomic status,

Younger mothers of lower

lower educational levels and lower IQ scores

showed higher levels of separation anxiety from their babies both
in the maternity ward and 12 months later.

While levels of

separation anxiety increased from the maternity ward to one year
later for working-class mothers, this did not occur for
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middle-class mothers.

Mothers of lower socioeconomic status

reported less interest in work and career than did middle-class
mothers,

but employed mothers who indicated a strong commitment to

work or career were also invested in their maternal role regardless
of

their socioeconomic status.

Mothers'

investment/pleasure in

their work was found to have effects on the quality of
interactions with their children,
expect;

their

but not in the way one might

low investment in work was correlated with lower quality of

mother-child interaction.
nonworking mothers of

Hoffman (1963), who studied working and

school-aged children,

concluded that working

,

women who disliked their work did not feel the need to compensate
for their time away,

since they were working for reasons other than

personal fulfillment and therefore had less reason to feel guilty.
Feldman and Sarnat

(1984) concluded from their data that the

stress experienced by mothers who work full-time may interfere with
sensitive parenting.

Parental sharing of child care

responsibilities could help alleviate that stress.
fathers'

more equal sharing of

relatively new phenomenon.

child rearing role
round

and

the child rearing role is a

Families adapt

to employment and

parenting responsibilities in different ways.
where the mother works

Mothers'

In many families

there is relatively little sharing of

(Pleck & Rustad,

1980).

Ericksen et_aK

the
(1979)

Chat husbands whose wives were highly educated assumed more

child care duties.

If

the wives worked full-time

required full-time supplemental care)

(and the children

the husbands were less likely

1A
to increase their involvement,

but if the wives worked part-time

and the couple could arrange to share child care without hiring
outside help,

the husband’s contribution increased.

families in the present study (Edwards et al.,

Sample

198A) also had

part-time working mothers who scored higher than full-time working
mothers on presence and care-taking measures.

However, husbands

with full-time working wives participated more,
to be working part-time themselves.

In general,

as they were likely
fathers in this

sample were more participatory than has been found in most
published work.
Role-sharing may prove to reduce role conflict in working
mothers who use day care.

Satisfaction with child care

arrangements may also buffer the stress experienced by many working
mothers.

Howes and Olenick (198A) found that mothers who did not

use center care employing trained teachers reported less role
satisfaction than did mothers who did use center care.
(1972)

White

found maternal anxiety to be closely related to the mother s

evaluation of

the supplemental care.

Almost all (88%)

of

mothers with low anxiety reported favorable evaluations of
child care arrangements compared with A5% of
mothers.
mothers

and Hock’s

their

the high anxiety

Lower anxiety scores were more likely to be
from higher income families,

the

found in

a finding congruent with Bunge

(198A) who found mothers of

lower socioeconomic status

reported higher levels of separation anxiety from their children
than did middle-class mothers.
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In summary,

the consensus of opinion on the effects of

maternal employment suggests no harmful effects of employment per
se,

on parenting skill (Hoffman,

1974;

Lamb,

1982).

While

socioeconomic status is related to the stress families with
full-time working mothers experience,

the mother's investment and

enjoyment of her work and her evaluation of her child's caregiving
situation greatly influence the nature of parent-child interaction.
Mothers who use day care centers with trained teachers report
greater role satisfaction than mothers who use other child care
arrangements.
an important

The role of

the early childhood professional may be

factor in enhancing maternal role satisfaction.

The effect of day care on parent-child interactions
Little

is known about the characteristics of the social

interactions of

parents and children who participate in group care

experiences and

those who do not.

quantity and quality of

parent-child interactions?

this question is the need to
children's behaviors,

Does group care influence the
Implicit in

look at both the parents'

and

not just the child's attachment behaviors

which is commonly the only factor investigated in day care studies.
Several recent studies have examined

the ways

families involved in

group care differ in their interacion and socialization approaches
from families choosing other child care arrangements.
Vandell (1979)

studied twelve

toddler boys and their parents

over a six-month period to investigate the effects of playgroup
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experience on parent-child interaction.

Six of the boys attended a

three-hour playgroup five days per week facilitated by two
experienced

teachers while the other six boys received no

structured group experiences.
outside the home.

Mothers

in this study did not work

Videotaped observations of mother-child and

father-child interaction were made immediately before the beginning
of

the playgroup and three and six months later.

While no

differences between playgoup and home-care toddlers were found
before the playgroup experience,
after the experience.
their

significant differences were found

The playgroup toddlers became more active in

interactions with their parents as well as more responsive to

the social initiations of

their parents.

Parental behavior was

also found to change over the six-month period.

Parents of

playgroup children became significantly less dominant in their
interactions.
child’s
of

Whether parental behavior was in response to the

increased responsiveness or of modeling the teacher s style

interaction is impossible to ascertain from these data.

Analyses revealed no significant differences between mother-son and
father-son interaction as a result of the playgroup experience.
Unfortunately,

Vandell’s sample included only boys,

generalizabtlity of her
Differences

findings to "toddlers" would be misleading.

in the effects of day care on boys and girls have been

note by Cornelius and Denny
example,
age of

thus

Moore found

(1975)

and by Moore (1975).

that boys who had been in day care

For
from the

2 were much less cooperative at age 5 than girls were.
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O'Connell and Farran's

(1980)

findings support Vandell's

conclusion that playgroup experiences can enhance toddlers'
skills,

and indirectly,

study of

parents'

behaviors.

social

While in the original

20-month-old day care and home-reared toddlers no reliable

rearing group differences were found in parent-child interaction
(Farran & Ramey,
analysis of

1980;

Ramey & Farran,

1979),

a more refined

the same videotapes revealed that day care infants

communicated to their mothers significantly more than did controls,
especially making more requests of

the mothers.

The effects of day

care on parent-child interaction may take time to become evident.
Farran and Haskins

(1980) conducted a follow-up study of

families and found that at 36 months of

age,

the same

day care children were

four times as likely to attempt to modify their mothers'

behavior

(for example,

read them

a story,

or join play) than were home-reared children.

Additionally,
long as

by asking mothers to watch their activity,

the mother-child exchanges during play were twice as

in the home-reared controls.

Bronfenbrenner (1976) suggests that
significant

the adult role may be a

feature in the child's demanding behavior.

Children in

a quality day care setting where the adult-child ratio is low and
teachers are

trained in early childhood education and are

responsive to the children’s initiations may come to expect such
responsiveness from all adults and thus be more demanding of
parental attention rather than merely be compensating for the
mother’s absence.

Clarke-Stewart and Fein (1983)

suggest

that when

18
caregivers are trained in child development and when the size of
day care classes are relatively small,

children in group care are

more likely than home-reared children to have more positive
interactions and to become more socially competent than children
not

in day care (Ruopp, Travers, Glantz,

& Coelen,

1979).

The studies comparing parent-child interaction in day care and
home-care families are a vast improvement over the earlier studies
that measured only changes in attachment or IQ.

The limitations of

comparing day care families to home-care families are becoming
increasingly apparent as

the number of working parents increases.

Given the economic and social realities faced by many families,

the

traditional option of having one parent at home with the child from
infancy to school age is becoming less viable.
the various child care options
care)

(center,

Research comparing

family day care,

individual

and the quality of settings with respect to parent-child

interactions appears to be the next step in the development of day
care research.

There are

few studies using the relatively recent

approach of exploring the relationship between family dynamics and
type of child care selected by parents.
The compliance of day care toddlers to parental requests has
recently received attention in the literature
1984;

Howes & Olenick,

1984).

(Feldman & Sarnat,

Reduced compliance to parental

requests among day care children has been noted in the day care
research in the past
1976;

Clarke-Stewart,

(Belsky & Steinberg,
1982; Moore,

1975;

1978;

Bronfenbrenner,

Rubenstein, Howes & Boyle
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1981).

Several researchers have reported that children beginning

day care as infants are less compliant with adults than are
children in families not using day care (Finkelstein,
Rubenstein,
1974).
that

Howes & Boyle,

Rubenstein,

1981;

Schwartz,

1982;

Strickland & Krolick,

Howes and Boyle explained this by the finding

the mothers of day care children used less effective methods

to elicit compliance than did non-day care mothers.
findings suggest

Thus,

their

that differences in children's compliance may be

as much a function of

family interaction patterns as of the day

care experience.
Reasonable compliance in following directions in the presence
and absence of others is a major developmental task for all
toddlers.

It has been suggested that early compliancce is an

indicator of

the child's understanding of

(Maccoby & Martin,

interpersonal roles

1983) and may represent an early stage in the

acquisition of conscience (Lytton & Zuriner,
studies

(Baumrind,

approaches

1971;

Baumrind & Black,

1975).

Baumrind s

1967) of parents'

to socialization and children's competence relate early

compliance to later social competence and independence.
day care affect

the child's capacity for compliance?

compliance in one setting (e.g.

day care)

How does

Does

transfer to another

setting (e.g. home)?
In a follow-up study of
originally studied at

3

1/2-year-old day care children

18 months, Rubenstein et aJN

(1981)

found

temper tantrums and noncompliance to be significantly more frequent
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in the day care group than in the control group.

The authors

proposed that these behavioral differences may be a function of
subtle differences in mother-child interactions around issues of
control.

For some mothers,

desire to make

daily separations may incre&e the

the limited time with the child pleasant,

increase maternal permissiveness.

and thus

It is also possible that

children may be allowed more self-initiation and fewer restraints
and demands

in day care than are necessary in a home.

While the

peer group has been linked to non-compliance with adult standards
(Bronfenbrenner,

1976) Rubenstein has speculated that maternal

anxiety over controlling the child’s behavior may underlie some of
the assertiveness and non-compliance seen in the day care children.
In order to

further explore this hypothesis, Howes and Olenick

(1984) examined the continuity of the child's capacity for
compliance across social contexts.

Working families of 89 toddlers

using community high quality center-based care,

low quality

center-based care and individual or group care in a home
participated in the study.

Parents and children were observed at

the day care center over a 3-week period and at home.
to the observations,
following
network;

In addition

a parent interview yielded data about the

family influences:

the family's integration into a social

the degree to which the parents shared child care;

the

mother's satisfaction with her dual role as mother and worker and
the extent to which the child and parents engaged in "quality time

together.
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Howes and Olenick found that mothers who did not use center
care reported less role satisfaction than did mothers who did use
center care (regardless of

the quality of

the center).

Families

using low-quality center care had the most complex lives and were
the least likely to set aside special time to interact with their
children.

Surprisingly, no differences were found among groups

with respect

to the amount of time the child spent alone with the

mother, nor were differences found in compliance and control among
groups in parent-child interaction during the home observations.
The compliance behavior of children was different in the
laboratory, home and school,

perhaps because the children were

insensitive to the social expectations of
different settings.

The parents were likely to alter their demands

in the laboratory and at home;

for example, while they might try to

achieve successful performance on a "test"
might

the adults in the

in the laboratory,

turn a similar episode into a game at home,

they

seeking to

prolong the social interaction rather than to accomplish the task.
The laboratory compliance tasks concurred with Kagan's
Kopp's

(1982)

conclusions that

during the toddler period.
compliance,

(1981)

and

the capacity to comply develops

Howes and Olenick found that child

child resistance to

temptation,

and child use of

self-regulation techniques increase with age.

Day care children

were advanced over non-day care children in their rate of
development

in these areas.

Eighteen-month old day care children

(particularly those who attended high quality centers) were able to
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resist temptation and use self-regulatory techniques which were
similar to those of

36-month-old non-day care children.

These

behaviors did not increase with age for day care children while
they did for non-day children,

suggesting that children whose

families used center-based care developed self-control earlier than
did children whose familis did not use center-based care.
finding is consistent with Clarke-Stewart's (1982)

This

finding that

preschool-aged day care children were more socially mature than
were children raised at home.
Howes and Olenick's data suggest that day care attendance or
non-attendance and the quality of day care are insufficient
criteria to use to predict child compliance or parental control
behavior.

A combination of child care and family influences

predicted those behaviors better than either child care or family
influences alone.
compliance,

Family influences which predicted child

skillful negotiation and resistance to temptation

included the following:

parental role-sharing,

"quality time" and

family integration into a social support network.
factors

These mesosystem

probably influence parent-child interaction by reducing

parental stress,

thus enabling the parents to interact attentively

with their children.

Parents who did not share child care

responsibilities were more likely to give in to the child's demands
than were parents who shared roles.

The data in this study

supported Hock's suggestion that maternal satisfaction with the
dual role of worker and mother enhances the quality of

interaction.
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In summary, Howes and OLenick studied 89 families with
toddlers to investigate the effects of high-quality center-based
care,

low-quality center-based care and non-center supplemental

care on child compliance and parental control.

They concluded that

children’s compliance and self-regulation were best predicted by a
combination of day care center quality and family influences,
particularly parental sharing of child care and maternal role
satisfaction,

and they suggested that

the reason for the

discrepancies in studies comparing day care and non-day care
children occurred because the investigations were measuring both
family influences and day care.
The final study to be reviewed in this section on the effect
of day care on parent-child interaction is
which this dissertation is based
major findings as

the larger study on

(Edwards et al.,

1984).

Only the

they relate to day care's influence on family

interaction will be discussed,

because the background information

will be reported in the Methods section of
the Howes and Olenick sample,
working or student mothers.

this dissertation.

Like

all children in this study had
Half of the children attended a

high-quality half-day center (henceforth called Center children)
while half

of

the children were cared for in a home setting either

in their own homes or a babysitter or family day care home

(who

will be called non-Center children).

Data collected over eight

months

activities and children’s

showed differences in parents'

proximity,

supporting findings that quality day care enhances child
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sociability or dependancy (Ruopp et al.,

1979).

There were no

differences between the groups when the study began in the fail,
but

in the spring,

the Center children were more likely to be

touching their parents or to be held than were the non-Center
children, whereas the non-Center children were more likely to be
entertaining themselves or be out of

the immediate proximity to the

parent than were the Center children.

Center children were more

likely to be involved in the same activity as the nearest adult,
while non-Center children were more likely to have a different
focus than that of

the closest adult.

These findings may support

those of Vandell (1979) and Farran and Haskins
that
of

parents'

behavior is influenced by the increased sociability

the children.
What

of

(1980) who suggest

role do teachers play in the sociability and compliance

infants and toddlers

in day care?

Do teachers'

interaction influence those of parents?
hypothesizes that
network,
models

they do.

styles of

The present study

As key members in a family s support

teachers may support

for effective control.

parents

indirectly by providing

A review of

and teacher differences with respect

the literature on parent

to socialization will be

discussed in the next section.

Parent-teacher interaction styles with children
The encouragement o£
one of

the most

independent,

self-initiating behavior is

important goals held by most

teachers for the
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children with whom they work.

On one level,

individualistic values of our culture,
increased autonomy of

this goal reflects the

and on a practical level,

the children aids the smooth functioning of a

classroom by freeing the teacher from caretaking functions,
allowing him or her to focus on other teaching responsibilities.
Enhancing self-help skills and motivating curiosity may or may not
be parental goals, which perhaps helps to explain some of the
differences found between parents and teachers in the literature.
Hess,

Price, Dickson,

and Conroy (1981), Rubenstein et al.

Ambron (1979) and Gunnarson (1977) showed

(1977),

that teachers were more

likely to encourage the child's self-direction and independence
than mothers were.

Mothers have been found to be more likely than

teachers to demand,

direct,

whereas

restrict or interrupt their children,

teachers more often offer explanations,

make the task a

game and respond to the child's initiation or play.
and Fein (1983)
of

suggest

that

Clarke-Stewart

the development of social competence

children in early childhood programs may be facilitated by the

supportive, non-authoritarian discipline of
quality early childhood programs,

the teacher.

In

indicators of social competence

have been found to be positively related to teachers'
encouragement,

nuturance,

(Clarke-Stewart,

1982).

responsiveness and suggestions
Early childhood teachers are trained to

manage resistant behavior while respecting the child's autonomy
needs.

Good teachers have learned how to talk with childen to

structure experiences effectively in order to avert conflict and
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promote independent cooperative action (see Read,
1978;

Hildebrand,

Tarrow,

1978;

1980;

Weiser,

Brophy, Good,

1982).

& Nedler,

1975;

Stone,

Lundsteen &

Most parents have not had training in

handling the control-compliance issues of
that

1950;

toddlerhood.

Perhaps

is why their attempts at achieving compliance are frequently

ineffective.
for some of
First,

Factors other than professional training may account
the teacher-mother differences in these studies.

social class is a critical factor.

The characteristics

attributed to mothers may be more a class difference than a role
difference;

parent and teacher styles of interaction are likely to

be more similar among middle-class parents.

Second the less

intense personal relationship between child and teacher may promote
different kinds of
and child.

interactions than those occurring between parent

Particularly during the toddler period when issues of

compliance and control are salient,

the intensity of

the

relationship may be a factor in interaction.
Very little research has compared children's compliance with
their mothers to their compliance with their teachers.

The reduced

compliance to parental requests among day care children noted in
the research has generally been attributed either to peer exposure
or

to a weakened attachment bond

(Kagan, Kearsley & Zelazo,

197b).

Attachment theorists view compliance not as learned behavior, but
as a naturally occurring outgrowth of
attachment

(Ainsworth,

Feldman and Sarnat

Bell & Stayton,

a secure mother-child
1974).

A recent study by

(1984) disputes both the attachment and peer
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explanations for the noncompliance of day care children.
By comparing the child compliance rates with the control
methods of mothers and caregivers, Feldman and Sarnat found that
differences in the kind of adult control methods used (influenced
by family factors)

accounted for these differences.

They explored

mother-child and caregiver-child interaction with respect to
compliance and control in 144 Israeli toddlers.

The sample

consisted of 97 Kibbutz subjects, half from familial Kibbutzim
(where the children sleep with the parents)

and half from communal

Kibbutzim (where the children sleep in a children's house under the
supervision of

a caregiver)

and 48 non—Kibbutz city children, half

attending day care eight hours/day and half attending nursery
school four hours/day.

All children were observed in the

laboratory with their mothers,

and the Kibbutz children were also

observed with their caregivers.
The Kibbutz children violated requests for compliance
significantly more often with their mothers
caregivers.

than with their

Day care children violated requests for compliance

more than nursery school children did when the mother was present.
Day care mothers made less appropriate control attempts than did
familial Kibbutz mothers.

Differences were found between mothers'

and caregivers'

to eliciting compliance.

approaches

Caregivers,

trained in child care and child pscyhology, were more apt to use
effective control techniques than were mothers.
techniques were employed by mothers

When these

(whether from familial or
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communal Kibbutzim or from town),
compliance were obtained.

similarly high levels of

The mothers'

use of effective or less

effective control attempts may help explain the greater violation
rates

found among day care children.

The authors suggest that

role-overload and stress from full-time employment and family
resonsibilities may interfere with the mothers'
consistent interaction.

sensitive,

Missing from this study was a measure of

maternal role satisfaction or a measure of child compliance in the
home or Kibbutz environment which,

as Howes and Olenick showed, may

elicit different patterns of compliance behavior.

The differences

found in parent-child interaction between children attending a
nursery school 20 hours/week and day care 40 hours/week, however,
is an important finding, usually overlooked in day care research.
In summary, more recent day care studies show that the earlier
studies claiming to prove direct effects of daycare on child or
family behavior actually measured the effects of day care and
family influences.

Competence in children has been linked to

attendance in quality center-based programs,

but other family

factors also contribute to sociability and independence in
children.
parenting.

Stress is a known factor interfering with sensitive
Working mothers who like their jobs,

are satisfied with

their roles as mothers and workers, highly evaluate their child's
caregiver and share child care responsibilities with their husbands
are

likely to experience less stress and role-conflict than are

other mothers.
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Differences between day care centers and home-based care
arrangements have been reported.

Parents using centers report more

role satisaction and claim to learn more about child development
than parents using home care.

Employment status may be related to

parent's sensitivity to teacher's approaches to promoting autonomy
and cooperation.

Both Vandell (1979) and Feldman and Sarnat

(1984)

found part-time or nonworking mothers to employ more effective,
"teacher-like"

strategies with their children than did mothers who

worked full-time.

The children of mothers using effective

discipline in both of
programs.

these studies attended quality half-day

While mothers who work part time may develop more

effective management approaches as a result of
their children,

the teachers'

increased time with

influence on the mothers may also be

a factor.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis I
Parents whose children receive center-based care were expected
to show more "teacher-like" behaviors,

behaviors similar to those

used by early childhood professionals.

They were expected to be

lower than non-Center parents in "non-teacher-like" behaviors^
behaviors avoided bv early childhood professionals
variable

p.43).

(see Cluster

for "teacher-like" and "non-teacher-like" behaviors on
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These two related hypotheses are based on the assumption that
parents encountering daily contact with trained, effective teachers
will tend to take on some of the behaviors that resemble the
teachers'

styles of

interaction and discipline with their children.

No studies of direct or indirect modeling behavior of
parents have been conducted.
literature,
participated

Vandell (1979)

teachers by

As reported in the review of the

found that parents whose children

in a playgroup experience became less dominant with

their children.

While modeling was not interpreted by Vandell to

be responsible for the behavior changes,

the contact between

teacher and parent may have been at least one source of change.
Parents involved

in high-quality child care programs have the

opportunity to observe teachers respond directly to children's
non-compliant and resistant behavior and frequently to channel that
same behavior into cooperative,

independent behvior.

This

opportunity may be less available to parents whose children receive
individual care while the mothers work.

Because middle-class

parents are more likely to share values and common goals for
socialization with teachers than are lower-class parents,

the

former may be especially likely to observe and learn from teacher
practices.

Parents who select quality child care programs may

particularly resonate to values promoted by teachers such as
independence,

autonomy and initiative.

However,

unlike teachers,

parents have not been trained in limit-setting and

autonomy-promoting, and therefore putting a child in early day care
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represents an opportunity for parents already interested in
competence and self-reliance for their children to observe
teachers'

methods for promoting this style of behavior.

The literature indicates that the working mother's evaluation
of her child's caregiver (see White,

1972)

as well as the mother's

integration into a social network predict the effectiveness of
mother-child interactions
Olenick,

1984;

(Hetherington, Cox & Cox,

Weinraub & Wolfe,

1983).

1976;

Howes &

Although role-sharing of

child care responsibilities is becoming more common in families,
women continue

to handle the bulk of the child care

responsibilities.

Working mothers,

attempting to balance work and

family pressures are likely to have limited personal time to
establish or maintain a support network.

It seems likely that

the

day care teachers and other parents who share similar life
circumstances and concerns would become part of
network,

the family's social

people with whom to discuss parenting concerns,

feelings of

ambivalence,

questions,

guilt and confusion or to build confidence

through mutual affirmation of child care choices and socialization
practices.
The behavioral categories developed
have been drawn from principles of

to test these hypotheses

sound teaching

advocated both

formally and informally by early childhood professionals and in
teacher-training programs (see Hildenbrand,
Tarrow,

1978;

Read,

1950;

Stone,

1978).

1980; Lundsteen &

Consistent approaches to

limit-setting and play are particularly important in child care
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settings

that double as teacher-training programs where teachers

serve as direct models for student teachers.
conducted at

This study was

such a high quality university setting.

Hypothesis II
Children attending center-based programs were expected to show
more socially demanding and initiating behaviors, more compliance
to adult demands and restrictions and to initiate more self-help
than children receiving non-Center care.
Children attending quality center-based care where the
child-teacher ratio is low and where teachers are trained in child
development have been shown to be more socially competent or more
socially demanding with adults than children who do not attend such
centers

(Clarke-Stewart & Fein,

1983;

Ruopp et al. ,

care children have been observed to be more active,

1979).

Day

communicative

and skillful in engaging their parents than non-day care children
(O'Connell & Farran,

1980;

Vandell,

1979).

Bronfenbrenner (1976)

suggests

that the adult role may be a

significant

factor in child demandingness.

children's overtures,

Teachers respond to

needs and demands as a major part of

their

role.

Parents and family day care providers assume many concurrent

roles,

only one of which is child care.

Thus,

children in a lab

school or quality day care center may come to expect

teacher-like

responsiveness from all the adults and consequently demand higher
levels of parental attention

than do children not experiencing
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center-based care.
This hypothesis is

linked to the first hypothesis with respect

to compliance and self-help behavior.
showed,

As Feldman and Sarnat (1984)

children are more likely to comply when effective

limit-setting techniques are employed.
teachers'

If parents do model

behaviors which promote autonomy and elicit compliance,

the children participating in the laboratory school day care
programs should demonstrate a higher frequency of

these behaviors

at home with their parents than do children in other child care
arrangements.

Hypothesis III
Children whose parents have chosen a group-care option were
expected to be higher in socially engaging and socially initiating
behaviors than were children whose parents chose individual child
care.
According to Hock (1980),

a mother's attitude toward exclusive

maternal care is related to the child's independence.

Mothers who

believe ’’other" care to be detrimental to infants encourage more
exclusive dependency on themselves than do mothers who believe
their child benefits from "other”
Parents select
reasons.

care.

their child care arrangements for different

Most families at

the Early Childhood Education Laboratory

School infant and toddler programs based their selection,

in part,

on the high value they placed on social relations with peers.

Many

34
of

the non-Center parents also valued peer experiences for their

children and chose family day care settings or play groups.
Parents who did not arrange a peer group experience did not
necessarily believe them to be harmful,
things more highly.

but they valued other

Some felt strongly that their child needed to

be with one or the other parent most of the time,
arranged

and consequently

their working schedules to make this possible.

Other

parents wanted a single caregiver in their home to resemble as
closely as possible the arrangement that might have existed if one
parent did not work.

The literature shows that children who

experience regular peer contact become more socially active with
their parents than do children without this experience
1979).

In the present study,

regular peer contact

(Vandell,

it is predicted that children with

in group care will differ in their behavior

toward adults from children receiving only individual care.

CHAPTER

II

METHODS

Subjects

Thirty-eight children and their families participated in this
study (see Table 2.1).

The children ranged in age from 2 to 22

months at the beginning of the study.
boys and 9 girls)

Half of the children (10

attended model-half-day programs in the infant

and toddler centers at

the University of Massachusetts Early

Childhood Laboratory School and half of the children (10 boys and 9
girls) were cared for in alternative child care arrangements:
family day care

(2),

at home with a parent

babysitter (A) or at a babysitter's home

(8),

(5).

at home with a
Children in the

Center group and the non-Center group were matched by age
days

for purposes of

the larger study but the same age in months at

the time of videotaping),
later-born children).
necessitating absence

(+ 60

sex and sibling order (28 only- and

10

All mothers worked or were students
from home for ten or more hours per week.

The groups were balanced for the proportion of

full-time and

part-time work or school.
All families were intact,
Massachusetts.

Most

living in Hampshire County,

(35) were white English-speaking;

remainder were hispanic,

bilingual people.

middle-class and mostly well-educated.

35

the

Parents were

Parents whose children
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Table 2.1
Characteristics of the Sample
N = 38
Range of Age,

Children at time of videotaping

Sex
Female
Male

-28 months

18

20

Sibling Order
Only Children
Later-born

28

10

Child Care Arrangement
19

Half-day Center
Family day care
Home with parent
Home with babysitter

2
8
4

Babysitter’s home

5

Family Structure
2-parent household

38

Maternal Employment

Center Group

(hours worked or in school)

X=25.84

Non- Center Group
X=22.37

Mother’s Educational Status
3
4

High School
BA/BS
MA
Professional degree
(M.D., Ph.D., J.D.,

11
1
Ed.D.)

Father's Educational Status
High School
BA/BS
MA
Professional degree

3
7
7

2
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attended the Center program held more advanced degrees than
non-Center parents, however.

Mothers' ages ranged from 21-41

(X=31) and fathers' ages ranged from 25-42 (X=32).

In selecting

the sample, care was taken to assure similarity of child rearing
values in both groups of parents.

Fathers in both groups were

highly involved in their children's care: 4 fathers (2 in each
group) served as primary caregivers for their children; all but 2
fathers (1 in each group) were present at the child's birth, and
most fathers (13 Center,

15 non-Center) did regular "scheduled

childcare," according to parental report in the first home
interview.

No differences were found at the beginning of the study

between the groups with respect to the parents' methods, and
attitudes toward day care were positive in both groups, although
non-Center parents were less favorable toward day care for infants
and toddlers by an average of 1 scale point on a 7-point scale.
Comparison non-Center families were recruited for the study
from Center waiting lists (4), a newspaper advertisement (5), birth
listings in a local newspaper (7) and personal contact (3).

All

parents were told that the purposes of the study were to explore
the advantages and disadvantages of different child care
arrangements and to learn more about home activities and daily
routines of young children.
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Data Collection

The larger study
Parallel data were collected on the two groups over a period
of 8 months beginning in the fall of
employed for this purpose.

1980.

The brief

Four methods were

("Spot") observation was a

non-intrusive anthropological technique developed by R. H.
L. Munroe and used in both U.S.
Munroe,

1975;

Rogoff,

1978).

and foreign cultures

(Munroe &

Observations were conducted by

telephone unless the child was at
were conducted directly.

and R.

the Center where observations

Parents were called a total of 42 times

each during the study in different order on each occasion.
samples were made mornings
(5-7)

(9

including every day of

11),

afternoons

the week.

(3-5)

Time

and evenings

Parents were asked a

standard set of brief questions pertaining to the location,
activity and involvement of the target child and other family
members at "the moment

the phone rang."

Monthly questionnaires with brief personal notes to the
parents were sent by mail each month.
complete the

form at

the end of

that

Parents were asked to
particular day.

Questionnaires were sent out on different days of
to sample the range of

possible days.

Questions pertained to

role-sharing of child care responsibilities,
child and visitors

to the home.

Also,

the week in order

trips out with the

a checklist was sent

concerning the child's self-help activities requiring one of

the
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parents to evaluate the child's current dressing,
toileting skills

feeding and

(checklist adapted from the Vineland Mental

Maturity Scale).
Parent interviews were conducted in the home at
and end of

the study.

primary observer,
caregiver.

As a member of

the research team and as

I visited each home and interviewed the primary

At the initial interview,

gathered on the pregnancy and birth,
family demographics,
assessment of

the beginning

background

information was

the child's daily routine,

attitudes toward day care and the parent's

the child care arrangement both parents selected.

Interviews averaged one hour in length and included an assessment
of

the physical environment.

Parents were asked to show the

observer "everywhere in the house
location of

the child spends time.

toys and storage space for the child's toys,

The
safety

features and child furniture were recorded for each room.
were also asked what
what areas

they had done to

(if any) were "off-limits

Parents

child proof

their homes and

to the child.

Assessment of

the physical environment was conducted again in the spring of
Parents were

interviewed again about the child's routine,

1981.

their

satisfaction with their current child care arrangement and with the
sources of

social support available to them.

Parent(s) and child

were videotaped during this second and final home visit.

The present study
The videotaping which constitutes the source of data for this
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dissertation occurred during the spring home visit when the
subjects were 8-28 months old (videotaping equipment consisted of a
large camera on a tripod, a reel-to-reel recorder and microphone).
A sample of parent-child interaction was intended to complement the
other data sources

in assessing possible group differences between

Center and non-Center parents with respect to routine care,
and limit-setting.

play

As the primary observer for the Larger Study,

I

had visited each family's home once before and had also maintained
contact

through brief notes sent with each monthly questionnaire.

In other words,

rapport had been established prior to videotaping.

A bath and dressing task was selected for this study because
the nature of

these activities combines a definite task with

opportunities for playful interaction.

Four families

(3 with

daughters) objected to videotaping a batn because they believed
bathing to be too intimate an activity for an outsider to watch and
record.

A feeding and dressing activity was substituted for those

families as well as for their matched pairs.
activities were recorded, the activities of
the subjects matched

Although different
the target children and

to them were recorded in the same way so as to

prevent between group bias.
Parents were asked to conduct
as

they typically would.

the bath (or meal)

and dressing

Efforts were made to videotape the

behavior of each child and his/her matched control when they were
the same age
weeks of

in months

age at

(each child and its match were within 2

the time of videotaping).

The baths were not
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always conducted at the child's regular bath time because of time
restrictions in collecting the data.

However,

for dressing and bathing was respected;
moved

the child's routine

videotaping equipment was

from bedroom to bathroom for children who were typically

dressed or undressed in their own rooms.
The videotaping proved to be somewhat disruptive of
bathing activity, especially at

the beginning of

to the small size of most bathrooms,
made unobtrusive.

Many of

the

the session.

Due

the equipment could not be

the children,

particularly the toddlers,

were fascinated by the camera, microphone and the circular movement
of

the recording reels.

The parents

initially seemed

self-conscious and concerned with being helpful to the observer.
However,

most bathing and dressing sequences lasted at least

one-half hour,

and once the actual activity began,

the

self-consciousness of parents and the children's interest in the
equipment subsided.

What was potentially a liability had an

unexpected advantage in that most of
explore the fragile equipment;

the toddlers were eager to

therefore,

parents were faced with

setting definite limits to their children's explorations.
Difficult as

this was for some parents,

with valuable data on the parents'
The coding instrument.
reviewed

child management techniques.

I and a member of my thesis committee

the videotapes and made lists of

child behaviors relevant
(1981)

it provided the observer

parent behaviors and

to the hypothesis.

Clarke-Stewart’s

list of maternal and infant behaviors was used to supplement
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the items on the lists.

The behaviors observed in the videotapes

were operationally defined in terras of
Thirty-three parent behaviors and

the hypotheses.

17 child behaviors were selected

to be coded and recorded by three coders unfamiliar with the
hypotheses

(see Appendix A.)

Three 7-point rating scales were developed to measure the
coders'
extent

overall evaluation of parental warmth,

control and the

to which they promoted autonomy in their children.

7-point rating scales measured children's cooperation,

Three

self-help

initiations and social involvement with their parents (see Appendix
A.)
Prior to coding the videotapes,

each tape was re-recorded

through a timing device that put on the tape a display of
minutes and seconds from the beginning of

the observation.

the
This

procedure facilitated the coding process, which utilized a
time-interval approach.
Cluster variables.

Parent and child behaviors from the coding

instrument were selected to form Cluster variables used to test the
hypotheses.
Coders.

The Cluster variables are defined in Table 2.2.
Three graduate students in the Early Childhood

Education program at the University of Massachusetts coded the
data.

All coders had taught

in infant or toddler day care programs

and were therefore sensitive to the subtle distinctions among
certain coding categories as well as
language of

Infants and

toddlers.

familiar with the behavior and

The coders were blind to the
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Table 2.2
Cluster Variables
PARENT BEHAVIOR
Teacher-like Behavior
Promotes Autonomy
1.
2.

watches/waits
offers choices

3.
4.

invites child's initiation, encourages child to keep trying
asks if child needs help before helping

Play and Management
1.
2.
3.
4.

responds to/imitates child’s language or social initiation
responds to/imitates child’s play
praises child by describing child's mastery behavior
channels/redirects undesirable behavior

4.

requests compliance

Non-teacher-like Behavior
1.
2.
3.

prohibits
restrains
refuses/scolds

4.
5.

coaxes and begs
commands in question form

6.
7.

evaluative praise
cares for child without inviting child's participation

CHILD BEHAVIOR
Socially-demanding/engaging Behavior
1.

uses object

2.
3.

vocalizes to parent
seeks assistance, object or attention

to engage parent

4.
5.

looks at parent
initiates social play

Compliance Behavior
1.
2.

actively complies, cooperates
passively complies, cooperates

Self-help Behavior
1.

initiates self-help activity
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group membership of the families and to the hypotheses of the
study.
Three videotapes were in Spanish.
was hired to translate each tape.

A Spanish-speaking teacher

Entire tapes were translated and

then coded by the author and translater in the method described in
the next section.
Training the coders.

Three coders were trained by this

researcher over the course of six weeks.

Four group training

sessions and 4 to 6 individual sessions were given.
format for group sessions consisted of

The training

five components.

Initially,

the coding categories were introduced, discussed, and definitions
of each behavioral category were clarified.
non-sample parents,
used to

Tapes of two

one bathing an infant and one a toddler were

learn the coding and scoring system.

Further discussion

and clarification of categories followed a review of these tapes,
and

this led to further modification of

Tapes were watched in their entirety,

the coding instrument.

and the coders independently

completed the 7-point rating scales for parental and child
behavior.

Watching the entire tapes allowed the coders to see the

patterns of
group,

control and autonomy.

Ratings were discussed by the

and any major discrepancies were clarified.

The final

aspect of

the

training involved all coders watching the tape for

30-second

intervals and recording each behavior on the list

observed during that

interval.

Every sequence was repeatedly

played until each coder judged her coding to

reflect

fully what she

had observed.

Discussion followed, and if one coder observed

behaviors not observed by others,

the sequence was replayed and

discussed.
Both practice tapes were carefully analyzed in the manner
described.
did not

The range of behaviors observed in the practice tapes

include all of

the behaviors in the coding instrument.

Four to six individual sessions between each coder and the author
were held, using the tapes that the coder would be responsible for
coding.

The individual sessions involved coding two tapes per

coder, with the author using the modified frequency approach
described previously.
noted,

Areas of argreement and disagreement were

and reliability was established after two sample tapes were

coded.

Each coder than coded one-third of

the tapes (excluding the

three Spanish tapes coded by the author and translator).
were balanced by age among the coders,

Tapes

and each coder coded both

children in a matched pair.
Reliability.

Low frequency behaviors as well as those

behaviors inconsistently distinguished were collapsed.
was established on 26 parent and

12 child behaviors.

Reliability
Reliability

was calculated by category in the standard way for each of
behaviors by dividing 2 times the number of
"agree”

and "disagree" decisions

the 38

"agrees" by the sum of

(reliability X=.95 for all

coders).
Reliability was established on the 7-point rating scales using
scores on

12 scales per coder.

The percentage of agreement within
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1

scale point was

.97.

C H A P T E R1' III

RESULTS

The main purposes of

this study were 1)

to ascertain whether

observable differences in parent-child interaction existed for
families using part-time center-based care for infants and toddlers
and families choosing other child care arrangements;

2) to explore

the ways in which patterns of parent-child behavior in a routine
home task compared to patterns of
infants and toddlers;

and 3)

teacher-like behavior with

to measure and compare observable

differences in children's socially-initiating,
self-help behaviors with respect

complying and

to child care arrangement.

Treatment of the Data

As described in the previous chapter,
being bathed

(or fed)

videotapes of children

and dressed were coded by trained observers,

using a time-sampling modified frequency count approach,
7-point

rating scales of parent and child behavior were used to

supplement
of

and six

the time-sampling data.

the tapes,

Because of the different length

proportion scores for behaviors were developed for

each coded behavior by dividing the behavior scores by the total
number of

time intervals per tape.

For example,

if

occurred 5 times in a tape with 40 time intervals,

47

"offers choicethe proportion
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score,

telling on average, how often "offers choice" occurred per

interval, would be 5/40 or .125.
as the basis of

These proportion scores were used

the statistical analyses.

Proportion scores were summed
to test

the hypotheses.

into Cluster variables in order

The formulas for Cluster variables are

included in Appendix B.

Analysis of the Hypotheses

Hypothesis I.

Teacher-like vs.

non-teacher-like behaviors of

parents
Parents whose children participated in Center care were
expected to show more teacher-like behaviors,
similar to

that is behaviors

those used by early childhod professionals.

Center

parents were expected to be lower than non—Center parents in
non-teacher-like behaviors,
professionals

(refer to p.

behaviors avoided by early childhood
43 for a detailed description of

teacher-like and non-teacher-like behaviors).

Teacher-like and non-teacher-like behaviors were tested
separately.
Teacher-like behaviors.

Two teacher-like cluster variables

were constructed, one focusing on autonomy-promoting behaviors and
the other on play and management behaviors (see Appendix B.)

No

significant differences were found between the Center and
non-Center parents

for either of the cluster variables or for the
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component behaviors comprising the constructs when tested with a
matched pairs Analysis of Variance.

Center parents were higher

(nonsignificantly) than were non-Center parents in the
autonomy-promoting cluster while non-Center parents were higher
(nonsignificantly) than were Center parents in the play and
management cluster.
Non-teacher-like behaviors.

A non-teacher-like cluster,

comprising the component hypothesized behaviors was constructed and
tested for group differences using a matched pairs Analysis of
Variance.

Significant differences between groups were found for

the proportion of non-teacher-like behaviors
( 1,19) = 10.40,p=.005).

(F

The Center parents showed significantly less

non-teacher-like behaviors than did non-Center parents.
Scores on three 7-point rating scales measuring the degree to
which parents were child-centered (teacher-like) versus
authoritarian (non-teacher-like)
(teacher-like) versus distant
affect,

in their control, high

(non-teacher-like)

in expressive

and high (teacher-Uke) versus low (non-teacher-llke)

in

promoting autonomy were compared for Center and non-Center parents
using a matched pairs Analysis of Variance.

Center parents were

found to he significantly higher In expressive affect than were
non-Center parents

(F <1,19)-9.941, £-.006).

also higher (but not

significantly)

Center parents were

than non-Center parents on Che

control and autonomy scales.
Summary. Hypothesis I.

There were significant differences
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between Center and non-Center parents in overall warmth and in the
proportion of non-teacher-like behavior.

Center parents were

higher in expressive affect than were non-Center parents;
non-Center parents showed proportionately more non-teacher-like
behavior than did Center parents.

Mean differences in parent

behavior are reported in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1
Mean Differences in Parent Behavior Between
Center and Non-Center Groups
Behavior

Means
F-Tests
(and Standard Deviations)
non-Center
Center

Teacher-like behavior
Autonomy-Promoting
Cluster
Play and Management

(d.f.=l,19)

.359(.29)

.307(.23)

F=.609,

p=Nonsign.

.679(.41)

.846(.40)

F=1.99, p=Nonsign.

.630(.36)

.820(.36)

F=10.40,

Cluster
Non-teacher-like Cluster
Rating Scales
Expressive Affect

p=.005

5.21(.86)

4.53(1.07)

F=9.94, p=.006

Autonomy-Promo ting

4.11(1.97)

3.84(1.61)

F=.313, p=Nonsign

4.26(1.45)

3.84(1.45)

F=1.57,

Control

Hvnothesis !!•

Social behaviors of

p=Nonsign

children

Center children were expected to be higher m socially
demanding and initiating behaviors,

higher in compliance behaviors

and more independent and initiating in self-help skills
children in non-Center care.

than were
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This hypothesis was tested by constructing cluster variables
for socially-demanding,

compliance and self-help behaviors.

formulas for these variables are in Appendix B.

Matched pairs

Analysis of Variance was used to test the differences.
addition,

In

scores from three rating scales for child behavior on the

following dimensions were compared for the two groups
matched-pair Analysis of Variance):
2)

The

self-help initiations

with the parent

(l=low,

(l=low,

1)

cooperation (l=low,

7=high) and 3)

7=high).

(using a
7=high),

socially involved

Results for socially demanding,

compliance and self-help behavior will be reported separately.
Socially demanding and engaging behavior.
groups

in socially demanding behaviors

parent,

vocalizing and looking at

Differences between

(using objects to engage the

the parent,

seeking assistance,

objects or attention and initiating social play)

failed to reach

significance when tested with matched pairs Analysis of Variance.
The rating scale evaluating the degree to which children were
socially demanding also showed no significant differences between
the two groups.
Compliance behavior.

A cluster variable consisting of active

and passive compliance was
Variance.

tested using matched pairs Analysis of

No significant differences were found for either the

cluster variable or the component behaviors.

Cooperative behavior

tested with scores from the rating scale showed no significant
differences between the groups.
Self-help initiations.

Differences in the rates of self-help
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initiation were tested for Center and non-Center groups, using the
modified frequency data for the coded variable "initiates self-help
task" and scores from the rating scale for self-help behavior
(l=low,

7=high).

While both measures evaluated self-help skill,

the approach varied.

The rating scale asked "How much did the

child do for himself/herself?"
self-help task"

could only be coded if the child initiated the task

independently of
parent said,

The coding variable "initiates

the parents'

request.

"Wash your face now”

That is to say,

and the child did,

would have been coded for "actively complies

if the

the child

rather than

"initiates self-help task."
No significant differences were found on self-help initiation
or self-help behavior,
on the average,

although Center children were scored higher,

than wera non-Center children on the rating scale.

To correct

for the potentially-misleading coding system,

a

post-hoc analysis was conducted in order to ascertain whether group
differences existed for the summed percentage of self-help and
compliance behaviors.

A new cluster variable was constructed and

compared using the matched pairs Analysis of Variance.
between the two groups in the proportion of
"self-help"

Differences

"actively complies"

and

behaviors summed together also failed to reach

significance.
Summary.

Hypothesis II.

or initiating se

No significant differences were found

lf-help behaviors of

infants and toddlers in
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Center-based care and infants and toddlers in non~Center childcare
arrangements.

Child behaviors are reported in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2
Mean Differences in Child Behavior Between
Center and Non-Center Groups
Behavior

Means
(and Standard Deviations)
Center
non-Center

F-Tests

(d.f=1,19)

Socially-demanding
engaging cluster

.440(.46)

.480(.41)

F=1.7l,

p=Nonsign.

Compliance cluster

.450(.197)

.540(.199)

F=2.81,

p=Nonsign.

Self-help cluster

. 180 C.220)

. 17 0(.268)

F=0,

p=Nonsign.

Rating Scales
Socially involved

4.47(1.68)

4.26(1.59)

F=.213, j>=Nonsign.

Cooperation

4.63(1.50)

4.53(1.17)

F=.063,

p=Nonsign.

Self-help

4.63(1.90)

3.95(1.30)

F=1.77,

p=Nonsign.

Relationships between Hypothesis I and Hypothesis II
Findings
higher

from Hypothesis I show that non—Center parents are

than Center parents in non-teacher-like behavior.

The

behaviors comprising the non-teacher-like cluster concern issues of
autonomy (cares for child without inviting child) and management
(refuses/scolds,

restrains,

prohibits,

question form and evaluative praise).

coaxes and begs,

commands in

Child compliance and

self-help initiation did not differ significantly by group.

What
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is the relationship between "teacher-like" and "non-teacher-like”
approaches to promoting autonomy and compliance and children's
behavior?

Correlations between parent approaches and child

behavior with respect to group membership are reported in Table
3.3.
Parents'

requests for compliance is strongly correlated with

active compliance for Center children (r=.785) and to resistance or
ignoring for non-Center children (r=.671).

The autonomy promoting

behaviors of the parents are significantly correlated to self-help
behaviors for Center children (r=.563) but not for non-Center
children (r=.257).
Hypothesis III.

Children receiving group care vs.

those receiving

individual care
Children whose parents chose group child care were expected to
be higher in socially engaging and initiating behaviors than were
children whose parents chose individual child care.
This hypothesis was tested using the same cluster variables,
"socially demanding" and "initiates self-help”
Hypothesis II.

Rating scale scores for self-help and social

involvement were used
care.

Finally,

constructed to test

the

to compare children in the two types of child

two questions posed in the post-hoc analysis

for Hypothesis II were tested for type of child care:

group or

individual.
Socially demanding/engaging behavior.

Analysis of Variance

showed no significant differences between children in group care or

rs
ON
m

u
<u
4-1
c
CU
u
1
s
o
G

•
CM
r—H
•

•
0)
CJ
C
co
4-1
CO
•H u
co 3
3 4-1
G
CU
o

Child Behavior

u
(U
4-1
G
CU
CJ
1
c
D o
c
CU
X
11
4-1
r0)
CO)
*-!
CU
u
c
<U
o

<u
u
c
CO
•H
i—1
&

so

u
CU
4.)
c
(U
u
1
G
o
G

r-H »-H
r* O
MS O
• •
II II ,
u a|

in -a00 o
in o
r—i .
ii
ll ,
i-i aj

—I CO
M3 O
• O
1
•
II II .
M Oj

n- m
M3 co
CM -h
•
«
II 11 ,
»-c aj

55

/-s
00
sO
•
N-/
<r
•

/-s
00
M>
CM
.

r"
m
CM —i

ii
u

00
r—H
•

/—N
o
CM
CM
•
s-/
00

n .
oi

co ms
MS o
m o

u c4

•—*
•

<r
•-H
•
v-/

<r 00
CM o
o o
•
•
n 11 ,
u a|

•

CO
uo CM
*—H CM
•
•
II
11 1
l-c a|

CO O'
MS O
m o

00 <—*
<r o
M3 o
•
•
ll
•i
a

CM 00

c4

o
CU
>
iH
4-1
CJ
c

(-4
!U
4J
c
CU

o
CM
v “H
•

m <—1
00 o
r-« o
•
•
II
11 ,
u O-I

1
CO

o

cn
c
o
•r-l
CO J-)
U CO

o -H
c
o

CO
o
>-l
a
a

<

c
3

u

CO

Oi

u
s
<u
cj

a)
6

>

3

<u

> 3
co a

CO
•H
r-l

4-)
CO
4_>

•H

,

Self-help and Resistance Behavior
Correlations Berwyn Parent Approach and Child Competence,

3.3
Table

bd
c
•H
k-l
o
c
bC
IH

x
0) 13
po P
co
13 "C

i—I c
•H co
X

J->

CJ

CO

C 13
CO 3
3 «o

Cl co
e
O 4J
u o
0)
CO l-i
4-1 -r-l
CO 13
Cl)

3 >>
O' MS
ai
OS

in <r
CM —i

II II ,
U Oj

co

•H
Vl 4J
0 cn
(U
bO 3
3 O*
•H
bC 3
bO -H
3
M3 bO
3
* •«—i
bO 13
J-) 3 c

4-1

CJ

cn
3
4-1 C
•H o
> •H
3 4-J
H cC
•H
— 4J
3 •H
O C
•H •H
O
X CO

So
X U
o
CU
CJ XJ
G c
CO 0)
•H B
rl <u
O- u
e aJ
o 4J
CJ CO

co
a)
3
cr
Cl)
ai

o “

CO

o x a
u
--t
CJ
i3

cn bO
13 3
3 •H
3 cx
3 (—1
3
13 X
tH
•r4 3
X- U
o O
U—l
IM 3

•fl J3

13
co <—I

CO

O.

O J3

CO

0)

U tH .X <—I

4-4

iu

cj

co x

56
individual care for the cluster variable "socially demanding" or
for any of

the component behaviors comprising the cluster.

Differences using rating scale evaluation of the degree to which
children in the two groups were socially engaging (contrasted to
privately engaged)

also were not significant.

Self-help initiation.

Analysis of Variance by group care or

individual care showed no significant differences for the
proportion of self-help behaviors demonstrated by children in
either group.

While differences in self-help behaviors of the

total sample of children in the two groups were not significant, jin
Analysis of Variance of the older toddlers (age

18-28 months)

in

group or individual care did reach significance (F (1,19)=4.11,
p=.Q5).

Additional findings
Differences between parents were not hypothesized with respect
to type of
however,

child care arrangement

(group versus individual care),

significant and near-significant differences in parents’

behavior were
Parents’

found and will be reported in this section.
approach in managing their children’s behavio^

Parents choosing group care for their infants and toddlers differed
from parents choosing Individual care In their approach to behavior
management.

Differences between the

non-teacher-like cluster
coaxes and bees,

(prohibits■

two groups

in the

restrains,

refuses/scolds,.

commands in Question form, evaluative praise ajnl
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cares for child without inviting the child's participation) showed
a trend toward significance (F (1,37) =3.67,

p=.Q65) with parents

using individual care higher on each component behavior and on the
cluster as a whole.

These parents showed a significantly higher

proportion of "commands in question form"
The specific component,
(F (1,37)=3.63,

(F (1,37)=4.61,

p=.039).

"coaxes and begs" approached significance

p=.10) with parents using individual care higher.

The hypothesis that children in group care would differ from
children in individual care in their rates of
and initiating behavior was not supported.
showed that

socially demanding

Analysis of Variance

the percentage of self-help behaviors for older

toddlers in group care were higher than were the percentages of
older toddlers in individual care.
were found for parents'
proportion of

Non-hypothesized differences

management approaches.

"commanding in question form

resisting behavior"

Differences in the

and of

refusing and

reached significance, with percentages of

parents choosing individual care higher on both dimensions than
those of parents choosing group care.

Results are reported in

Table 3.4.

Additional Analysis

Two way Analysis of Variance testing the hypotheses indicated
the importance of

independent variables other than child care

arrangement alone in predicting parents'

socialization practices
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and children's autonomy and compliance behaviors.

Main effects for

Sex and Maternal Employment Status were found in several areas.
Surprisingly,
employment

differences based on sex of child or on maternal

(full or part-time)

in relation to type of child care

were not found.

Table 3.4
Differences in Child and Parent Behavior in
Group and Individual Care
Behavior

Means

F-Test

(d.f.=l,37)

and Standard Deviations
Individual Care
Group Care
Child Behavior
^
Self-help behavior
Parent Behavior
Non-teacher like

3.69(1.25)

4.73(1.75)

F=4.11, p=.05

.640(.350)

,850(.35)

F=3.67, p=.065

Commands in
question form

.037(.01)

.057(.010)

F-4.61, p=.039

Coaxes/begs

.011(-03)

,039(.64)

F=3.63, p=.10

cluster

1 for toddlers only
scale,

l=low,

(ages

18-28 months) measured by 7-point rating

7=high

Sex differences in parent-child interaction
Parents of girls showed proportionately more autonomy
hehaul- M..n Hid parents of boyj^
cluster "promotes autonomy"

(watches/waits,

child's initiation and asks

If

Differences In the
offers choice,

child wants help before helping)
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reached significance in terms of sex of child (F (1,37) =4.55,
£.= .04) with parents of girls scoring higher.
behaviors in that cluster,
toddlers

(ages

Of the component

"watches/waits" reached significance for

18-28 months)

(F (1,18)=10.44,

of girls scoring higher than parents of boys.

p=.0Q5), with parents
Trends toward

significance were found for other behavior management approaches
employed by parents.
of

"offering choice"

Parents of girls were higher on the dimension
(F (1,37)=3.85,

were higher on "restraining"

p=.Q58) while parents of boys

(F (1,37)=3.197,

p=.08) and caring for

the child without inviting participation by the child (F
(1.37) =3.78,

p=.061).

Differences in child behaviors were found for self-help
initiations and resisting behaviors.

Girls were significantly

higher than boys in their proportion of self-help behavior (F
(1.37) =5.319.

p=.Q28).

"resists/refuses"

Trends for the cluster variable,

(resists,

refuses and mild negative vocalization)

showed boys higher in this dimension than girls
p=.08).

(F (1,37)=3.21_2_

Bovs were also higher than girls in exploring obje_c_ts

independently (F (1,37)=3.42,

p-.Q7).

Sex differences for parents

and children are listed in Table 3.5.

Maternal employment status and parent-child interaction
Mothers were split at
full-time

if

the median and classified as working

they worked over 20 hours per week and part-time

they worked 20 or fewer hours per week.

if

Significant differences
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were

found for parents'

initiations and children's autonomy

behaviors in terms of mothers working full or part time.

When

mothers were working or studying part-time, parents made
proportionately more requests for compliance (F (1,37)=6.72,
p=.014) and children made proportionately more self-help initiatons
(F (1,37)=8.32,

p=.0Q7).

When mothers worked full-time,

parents

initiated more object play than when mothers worked part-time (F
(1,37)=8.32,

p=.0Q7).

Results are listed in Table 3.6.

Table 3.5
Sex Differences in Parent and Child Behavior
F-Tests (d.f.=l,3

Means

Behavior

(and Standard Deviations)
Boys
Girls
Parent Behaviors
Autonomy Promoting
Cluster

.399(.28)

.27 3(.22)

F=4.55,

Offers choice^
Watches/waits

,044(.06)
.281(.20)

,014(.03)

F=3.85, 2f*058
F=10.44, pj.005

Restrains
Cares for without
inviting child

.039(.05)
,490(.30)

,070(.09)
.111(.16)

p=.04

- 519 (. 19)

F=3.197, 2=*08
F=3.78 , p_=.061

.109(.15)
.470C.39)
. 578(.22)

F=5.319, pf*028
F=3.21, pf.08
F=3.42 , p_=.07

Child Behaviors
Initiates self-help
Resists/refuses

.256(.29)
,276(.19)

Explores object

.444(.22)

independently

for

toddlers only (ages

18-28 months)
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Table 3.6
Differences In Parent and Child Behavior Between
Mothers Working Full-Time and Mothers Working Part-Time
Means
(and Standard Deviations)
Part-time
Full-Time

Behavior

F-Tests (d.f.=1,37)

Parent Behavior
Requests Compliance

. 162(.14)

.065C.07)

F=6.72, £=.014

Initiates Object Play

.07l(.07)

.152(.13)

F=6.20, p=.017

.258(.28)

079C.13)

F=8.32, £=.007

Child Behavior
Initiates Self-help

Summary of additional analyses.

Parents of girls promoted

autonomy more than did parents of boys.

Girls and children with

mothers employed part-time were higher in self-help initiations
than were boys or children with mothers employed full-time.
Parents

in families in which the mothers were employed full-time

requested compliance less and initiated object play more than was
true when mothers were employed part-time.

c
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IV

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Summary

In his book. The Ecology of Human Development (1976),
Bronfenbrenner suggests that an important way to investigate the
impact of day care on families is to examine the behavior of
individuals across settings.

He assumes that if different settings

give rise to different developmental consequences, the differences
should be reflected in the roles, activities and attitudes of
parents, teachers and children in day care and home settings.

The

purpose of the present study was to examine the influence of
high-quality, half-day center-based care for infants and toddlers
on the style of parent-child interaction.

It was hypothesized that

parents selecting the Center for childcare would be influenced by
the philosophy expressed by the trained teachers: their approaches
to eliciting compliance, promoting self-initiation and independence
and their structuring of the environment.

The methods of

socialization used by the parents selecting the Center program were
expectd to differ from those of parents selecting other forms of
child-care in the degree to which they were "teacher-like" or
"non-teacher-like."

The children in the Center progam (where the

adult/child ratio was high, where teachers were trained in child
development and where the adults were highly responsive to them)
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were expected to differ from children who were cared for by
untrained persons in home settings in the degree to which they
engaged adults socially, complied with adult requests and initiated
self-help.

Because it was assumed that behavior is affected by

differences in the physical and social settings, differences in
child behavior were expected to exist between children who
experienced regular group care and children who experienced only
individual care; that is, the type of child-care (group versus
individual) as well as the setting (Center versus home) would have
impact on child behavior.
When the hypotheses were tested, significant differences in
behaviors were found between parents choosing Center and non Center
care and those choosing group versus individual care.

Center

parents were higher in expressive affect and lower in
"non-teacher-like" behavior than were non-Center parents.
selecting individual care were higher in

Parents

non-teacher-like

behaviors, specifically, "commands in question form
and begs" than were parents selecting group care.

and

coaxes

Other

non-hypothesized differences between parents were that parents of
girls and parents with mothers employed part-time promoted autonomy
more than did parents of boys and parents with the mother employed
full-time.

Parents of girls were higher than parents of boys in

offering choices and waiting and watching and lower in restraining
and caring for the child without inviting participation.

Parents

with full-time working mothers were higher in initiating object

64

play and lower in requesting compliance than were parents with
part-time working mothers.

Children in group care (Center children

and children in family day care) were higher in self-help behaviors
than were children in individual care.

No differences in child

behaviors were found between Center and non-Center children.

Girls

and children with mothers who worked part-time were higher in
self-help than were boys or children whose mothers worked
full-time.

Boys were higher in refusing/resisting and

independently exploring objects than were girls.

Discussion of Major Findings

Center parents were rated to be higher in expressive affect
than were non-Center parents.

Non-Center parents were

significantly higher than Center parents on

non-teacher-like

behaviors (behaviors avoided by early childhood professionals,
refusing/scolding, restraining, prohibiting, commanding in question
form, coaxing and begging and caring for the child without inviting
the child’s participation).
Some of the parents In the non-Center group also used group
care for their children.

All parents Mho selected group care were

less likely than were parents who selected Individual care to ask
for compliance In question form (a notoriously Ineffective way to
get compliance).

For example. Individual-care parents would be

more likely to say, "Do you

want to get out of the bathtub now?

toys encourage self-exploration while plug protectors prohibit
unsafe exploration.

If in modifying the home environment,

the

environment rather than the parent helped restrict and prohibit
certain child behaviors in the Center group and the opposite were
true in non-Center families,

the patterns of interaction between

parent-child would likely be different.

I propose that the

difference in home environments and the lower proportion of
"non-teacher-like" behaviors in Center compared to non-Center
families is related to participation in the Center program.

This

premise will be further developed in the section on Implications
for practice.
Parents of girls tended to promote autonomy more than did
parents of boys.

The mean age for mothers in this study was 31.

Eighty-four percent of

the mothers had attended college,

than half held master's degrees or higher.
the girls were only children,
tend

to demand more than of

and more

Eight-two percent of

therefore first-borns, whose mothers

later-born children.

The demographic

data also suggest that mothers waited to have their children until
they completed
It

their educations and/or established their careers.

is possible that

these parents of daughters actively socialized

the girls to be autonomous.
this age
parents

tend

Another explanation is that girls at

to be more mature than boys, which would lead the

to have higher expections for mastery.

Girls also

initiated more self-help behavior than did boys in this study.
Other studies describing sex differences in children's interactions
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with their caregivers suggest that girls are more aware of social
cues and more sensitive to the desires of others than are boys
(Edwards & Whiting,

1977;

Gunnar & Donahue,

1980).

The girls in

this study may have been more advanced in comprehending their
parents'

subtle bids for autonomy than were boys.

Employment status of mothers affected parent-child
relationships in this study.
employed full-time

Parents in families with mothers

(more than 20 hours/week) were more likely to

initiate object play and less likely to make requests for
compliance than were parents in families with mothers employed
part-time.

This finding regarding object play is opposite to the

finding of Zaslow, Pedersen,
(1983).

Suwalsky,

and Rabinovich's study

They compared middle-class employed mothers

more hours/week)

(working 20 or

to homemaker mothers and found that employed

mothers were less likely to initiate object play or to verbalize
about objects to
present

their infants.

study (8-18 months)

A wider age range was used in the

than was used in the Zaslow et a/U

study (3-12 months) but employment status was comparable in the two
studies

(X=37 hours/week in the present study for mothers employed

full-time and X=33 hours/week in the Zaslow et_aU

study).

Children in the Zaslow study were younger and all fathers worked
full-time.

Their findings led them to be concerned about the

cognitive development of children,
work full-time.

particularly boys, whose mothers

Although they recognized the need to regard the

father's role in the child’s development,

they did not address the
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possible role-sharing and wage-earning options available to
families.

While all fathers in their study worked full-time,

the

fathers in thepresent study with wives who worked full-time either
worked part-time,

full-time or were the child's primary caregiver.

Families adapt in different ways to the demands of work and family.
Some parents may introduce object play as a means of enouraging
independent play;

some parents may use objects as a means of

establishing communication with the child and some parents may
attempt

to compensate for their time away by stimulating and

"teaching"
that

their children through objects.

Yarrow (1964) concluded

some college-educated mothers compensated for their time away

by having more planned activities with their children.
parents may engage
household tasks.

Other

their children socially while working on other
The importance of object play for parents in the

present study (and in the Zaslow study) varied with respect to
full-time or part-time employment status, but

ratings of warmth did

not.
The extent to which parents share roles for child care and
household

responsibilities is another important consideration

influencing the nature of activity occurring between parent and
child.

In the Larger Study,

fathers whose wives were employed

full-time were more likely to share child-rearing responsibilities
by changing diapers,

feeding,

putting to sleep for naps and

transporting the child to or from the childcare setting, while
fathers whose wives worked less than full-time shared child-rearing
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responsibilities by bathing,
child to bed.

dressing for sleep and putting the

It is clear from these descriptions that many

fathers with full-time working wives either worked less than
full-time or had flexible schedules allowing them to spend time
with their children during the day.
(1981)

finding of

Chase-Lansdale and Owen's

insecure attachment of

infant boys to their

fathers in families in which both parents worked full-time was
related to the mothers

"taking over"

in the evening,

thereby

"bumping" the fathers from the involvement they might have had with
their children.

Clearly,

variations in role-sharing and

wage-earning have implications for future research on parent-child
interaction.
Parents

in families where the mothers worked more than 20

hours a week made fewer requests for compliance than did parents
with mothers employed part-time.
possible.

Parents may expect

Again,

several explanations are

teachers or caregivers to socialize

their child toward more mature behavior and,

consequently, minimize

their role in promoting autonomy or eliciting compliance (Belsky &
Steinberg,

1978).

Parents with mothers employed full-time may need

to be more task-oriented in caretaking activities
dressing)

because of

bathing and

the time demands and other household tasks or

they may enjoy taking care of
that

(e.g.

the child and prolonging the time

the child needs their help.

The reduced focus on compliance

and autonomy may indicate a higher stress level in families with
full-time employed mothers or more guilt

in the mother which can
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lead to more permissiveness.

Hetherington et al.

(1982) has shown

that parents experiencing the stress of divorce are more likely to
make fewer demands for maturity (particularly for sons)

than do

parents in less stressful situations.
Sex differences found in the present study show that parents
of girls are more likely than parents of boys to promote autonomy
and that parents with part-time working mothers request more
compliance than do parents with full-time working mothers.
seems as

though boys whose mothers work full-time receive the least

pressure or encouragement toward social maturity.
are not alarming;

however,

middle-class

families)

(even in educated

are more likely than girls to be negatively

affected by full-time maternal employment
Gold & Andres,

1983).

These data alone

they do support a growing base of

research indicating concern that boys

1981;

It

1977 ,

1978;

(Chase-Lansdale & Owen,

Schachter,

1981;

Zaslow et al_^_

Further research on those factors mediating the effects of

maternal employment on child development is warranted.

Child Behaviors
No differences were found between Center and non-Center
children In their compliance to parental requests,

their socially

demanding/engaging behavior, or their self-help initiations.
toddlers m group-care were compared
toddlers

When

to those In individual-care,

in group care were higher In self-help behaviors.

Girls and children whose mothers worked part-time were higher
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in self-help initiations.
and refusing,

Boys were higher than girls in resisting

and in exploring objects independently.

Discussion.

Howes and Olenick (1984)

found

that Center

children developed self-regulatory techniques at an earlier age
than did non-Center children.

They also found levels of compliance

to differ in home and Center.

Findings from the Larger Study

(Edwards et al. ,

1984)

self-help (eating,

indicate that the Center children developed

dressing,

the non-Center children.
the same children,
groups

toileting)

at an earlier age than did

Data from the videotaped interactions of

however,

did not show differences between the

in self-help behavior in dressing and bathing.

Perhaps

different activities or the time the activities occurred elicited
different amounts of self-help.

Independent dressing could be

specific to dressing for outdoors or in the morning.

Bathing and

dressing in the evening (when children are tired) may be considered
by all parents to be more an adult-oriented task and not a setting
in which autonomy is generally promoted.
The Larger Study also indicated different patterns of
role-sharing for parents with respect to maternal employment
status.

In the present study the primary caregiver was asked to

bathe the child for the videotaping session,

even though in many

families bathing the child was typically done by the parent who
worked

the most number of hours.

The patterns of

interaction

observed between parent and child may have not been typical of
routine situation,

that

Is,

if

the

the parent bathing the child was not
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the parent who typically assumed that responsibility;

the parent

videotaped may not have promoted autonomy in that setting as much
as the other parent would have.

Role-sharing differences in

families should be taken into account in future studies.
In the Larger Study it was

found that a dramatic increase in

self-help in toileting occurred in the Center toddlers in the
spring,

possibly because the influence of the other children

promoted increased autonomy in the Center group.

A significant

difference in self-help was found in the present study between
older toddlers

in group care and those in individual care.

The

peer group influences may be a more important factor in promoting
self-help than the kind of child care setting (Center or
non-Center);

that is,

Center-based care and family day care may

both promote self-help more than individual care does.
The finding that girls and children whose mothers work
part-time were higher in self-help may be related to the finding
that parents of girls and parents employed part-time tend to
encourage self-help more.

Parent-Child Relationship
Parents'

requesting compliance and children's refusal was

positively correlated for non-Center dyads and negatively
correlated for Center dyads which leads one to infer that power
conflicts were higher in non-Center dyads.
Hess et al.

(1981), Rubenstein and Howes

(1979), Ambron (1979)
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and Gunnarson (1977,

1978) showed that teachers were more likely to

encourage the child's self-direction than mothers were.
parents

Center

in this study, while not found to be higher than non-Center

parents in the proportion of autonomy-promoting ("teacher-like")
behaviors they used, had children whose compliance and self-help
skills were highly responsive to this encouragement.

Parents of

the Center children were also rated higher in expressive affect
than were non-Center parents which might enhance the compliance
behavior of

their children.

Specific parent approaches to socialization have been related
to competence in children.
interaction (1967,

Baumrind's studies of parent-child

1971) have shown that the most competent,

self-reliant preschoolers had parents who scored high on all of the
following dimensions:

setting clear and consistent limits, making

age-appropriate maturity demands,

communicating clearly and

reasonably, and displaying high levels of warmth and involvement.
The adult

profile for parent behavior described by Baumrind

parallels

the teacher-like behavior in the current study.

parents scored higher on expressive affect,
Baumrind called "warmth,"

Center

a dimension of what

than non-Center parents,

and although the

proportion of corapliance/cooperation or self-initiation did not
differ for the children,

the correlation between parents'

effective

control approaches and child behaviors showed marked differences
between the two groups.

While direct

compliance was positively corre

parental requests for

lated to child resistance in the
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non-Center group,

the same parental behavior was negatively

correlated to child resistance in the Center group.

Higher scores

for expressive affect in Center parents than non-Center parents may
have increased the likelihood of child responsiveness to parental
requests.
Parents of girls did not differ in their scores for expressive
affect tut

they did promote autonomy more than parents of boys did,

and girls were higher than boys in their self-help initiations.
Girls and boys were not significantly different in age at
of videotaping,

but the boys were on the average,

the time

one month older

than the girls

(girls X=17.3 months, boys X=18.6 months of age at

videotaping).

The fact that girls were higher in self help

suggests that

they may have been more mature than the boys and more

capable of meeting their parent’s expectations for mature behavior.
The parents rather than making "age-appropriate" demands for
maturity may have been making "developraentally-appropriate
demands,

and girls were responding.

Permissive parents who are warm but do not make demands for
mature behavior or independence have children who appear immature
and lacking in independence and self-reliance according to
Baumrind.

In the present study,

In the families in which the

mothers worked full-time the parents made fewer maturity demands
and

initiated object

working mothers.

play more than did parents with part-time

Because time with their children is

is understandable how parents would want

limited,

it

to make the existing time
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together as positive as possible.

Baumrind's work with

preschoolers suggests that the long-range costs of ensuring
pleasant contact at

the expense of making age-appropriate requests

for compliance or maturity may be high.

Patterns of interaction

emerging in the present study and other studies of full-time
employed mothers and their children indicates a need for
intervention in this area.

First-time parents of infants and

toddlers in supplemental care full-time may especially benefit from
such support.

Early childhood professionals who can become

important members of a family's support network are in a position
to help working parents balance their short-range goals for
"quality time" with long range goals of promoting competence in
their children by pointing out specific strategies for requesting
compliance and maturity and ways of setting consistant limits that
do not

interfere with their expression of warmth toward their

children.

Models of such intervention need to be developed.

Limitations of the Study
Certain limitations exist
videotapes of

in this study,

lirst,

the

parent-child Interaction were made only at the end of

the research study.

Although other sources of data (Interviews,

home environment assessment,
questionnaires)

spot observations and monthly

showed similarities between groups In their

child-rearing attitudes and reported behavior,

the lack of a

videotape premeasure of parent-child Interaction Is a limitation.
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Second,

the actual videotaping process proved to be somewhat

disruptive to the interaction between parent and child.
self-consciousness and

the children's interest

were evident in the early minutes of
sessions lasted more than 30 minutes,
subsided after a few minutes.

taping.

Parents'

in the equipment
However,

because most

the disruptive influence

The physical spaces in which the

videotaping occurred varied among families, and that affected the
degree to which the equipment became obtrusive.
Third,

four families objected to having their child's bath

videotaped.

Those families and their matched partners were

observed in a feeding and dressing rather than in a bathing and
dressing sequence,

and the nature of

influenced the nature of

the activity could have

the interaction.

Bathing sequences may

elicit different control and autonomy issues between parent and
child than feeding sequences.

It would have been preferable to

have recorded all subjects in the same activity.
Fourth,

the modified frequency (time sampling) approach to

coding the data tells which behaviors occurred and the relative
frequency with which they occurred.

However,

the absolute

frequency of each behavior per interval was not recorded.
who scolded
scolded

the child once in a 30-second interval and a parent who

10 times in a 30-second interval were both scored "yes

scolds for that
suggests

A parent

30-second interval.

that measures of absolute

for

Hinde and Hermann (1977)
frequency of certain behaviors

are not necessarily more "absolute" or reliable than ratios derived
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from them.

The absolute frequency of a prticular kind of parent

behavior does not necessarily determine its impact on the child.
While the data from this study can indicate whether or not certain
behaviors occurred in parent-child dyads, and can examine
contributions made by parent or child in certain types of
interactions,

some distinctions between groups are impossible to

make without absolute frequency data.
Fifth,

the parents in both groups may have been too

homogeneous in attitudes, values and child-rearing approaches for
significant differences between the groups of children to occur.
All mothers worked or attended classes at least part-time.
Families were middle-class and mostly highly educated.

Including a

spread of nonworking mothers and home-reared children might have
accentuated differences and similarities between Center and
non-Center families when compared to the home-reared children and
their parents.
Sixth,

the control and autonomy behaviors selected

tor this

study may have been more appropriate for studying toddlers than for
studying infants and toddlers,

as the need

the physical and social environment

for parents to structure

increases from infancy to

toddlerhood.
Seventh,

findings may have been Influenced by the length of

time parents had been Involved in Center care and therefore
receiving exposure to the teachers'
toddlers had also been enrolled

Influence.

Five of

In the Infant program.

the Center
Parents in
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the Center infant program may not have had enough time or very good
reasons yet for internalizing "teacher-like" behaviors.

Implications for practice and policy
Distinctions among the roles of early childhood teachers, day
care providers and teachers have been made by parents,
members,

certification boards and educators themselves.

community
The

distinction is often based on what others see teachers dn with
children,

the ages of the children and the social class of the

parents.

Basic philosophical conflicts concerning the

teaching/learning process,

the role of structure,

the degree to

which learning environments should be "child-centered

or

"teacher-centered" hold different meanings for people from
different cultural groups and whose children are different ages.
What

is considered "educational"

for infants and toddlers?

quality child care program necessarily "educational ?
be?
but

Is a

Should it

Infants and young children certainly learn wherever they are,
is special training necessary for people working with infants

and toddlers or should teacher-training be required only for those
persons working with school-aged children?

Are early childhood

teachers professionals and peers to elementary and secondary

teachers?
Major identity issues currently face
childhood education.

the field of early

As day care becomes more accepted by the

broader culture and is used more

extensively by educated
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middle-class families, as teacher-training and inservice programs
become more available to teachers, as state and federal regulatory
guidelines for certification and licensing demand higher standards
for physical and social environments, attitudes are likely to
change.

Child care in this country is rooted historically in

social welfare, not in education.

Terms used to describe

professional roles and services provided are not consistent, and
different words elicit different images, attitudes and prejudices.
The words "day care" for many people describe low quality,
custodial care for children of lower-class parents while the words
"nursery school" or "playgroup" elicit more positive images and are
often used to describe beneficial contributions to the development
of middle-class children.

Teachers'

philosophical approaches to

the education of young children and the goals and values held by
teachers in each setting may be similar in day care and nursery
school settings.

Public respect and acceptance depends in part on

educating the public about what early childhood teacher in day care
centers do and how their teaching and caretaking skills do indeed
foster cognitive, social and emotional development in infants and
young children as well as giving help and support to families with
working parents.

Day care is an educational service to children as

well as a service to working families.
Early childhood teachers In many programs (e.g. The University
of Massachusetts Laboratory Schools) are trained to provide
child-centered environments for

children.

The key to an effective
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environment lies in its "invisible structure."
designed an optimal

learning environment,

definite structure and limits,
of

When a teacher has

the environment provides

thus freeing the teacher from much

the prohibiting and limiting function he or she might have to

assume in a less well-organized space.

Also,

the environment

encourages children's mastery and independence.
child-sized

furniture encourage child exploration and autonomy and

require minimal adult "action."
teachers

Low shelves and

When a planned environment

from doing many things for children,

opportunity to respond

frees

they have the

to the children's initiations,

to extend

play and to provide an available and accepting base from which the
children can "do for themselves."

Parents and visitors see

teachers respond to the children,

and they see the children

initiating play themselves,

but they do not see the careful

planning that precedes and allows a responsive teacher role and
child autonomy.
Much of what early childhood teachers do may appear to be not
doing anything at all.

A major learning challenge for student

teachers is to re-conceptualize their image of a teacher,
teaching as more than telling or showing (i.e.
by not doing).
but

learning how to do

Learning to develop safe but engaging,

soothing environments

is one stage of

to view

the process.

challenging
Learning to

elicit compliance while protecting and promoting the child's
autonomy Is another aspect of
teaching.

Student

the "Invisible structure" of good

teachers in training programs such as the one at
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the University of Massachusetts receive explicit training in
learning approaches for inviting children's autonomy and compliance
by providing interesting and challenging play opportunities by
making clear requests, by offering honest choices and by assisting
when the child cannot or will not complete the requested activity.
For example,

a teacher trying to get a young child to sit at

the

tabla would first of all have a good reason to get the child to
sit,

such as attractive food or toys.

With a preverbal infant,

teacher would physically help the child sit at
him back if he wanders away with his food.
she/he might say,
red chair?",

the table and bring

With an older child,

"Would you like to sit in the blue chair or the

or "It's time to sit now,” or "Can you sit by yourself

or do you need help?"
choice) do not

Effective approaches

include "Do you wnat

please sit down for me...please?"

in effect,

(when there is no

to sit down now" or "Come on,
Commanding in question form or

coaxing and begging communicate that
when,

the

the choice is the child's

the request is a command for compliance.

These

distinctions may seem meaningless to parents or non-teachers, but
they are important

tools to early childhood teachers.

teachers or parents employ "teacher-like

When

approaches effective y,

children are more likely to comply than when they use the less
effective approaches

(Feldman & Sarnat,

1984).

If the approaches

employed by teachers are not understood or are not used by parents,
different

rates of

compliance and autonomy should be observable

between child and parent in homes and between child and teacher in
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centers.

Feldman and Sarnat

(1984) and Howes and Olenick. (1984)

found little continuity of child compliance across settings.

The

present study did not measure child compliance with teachers.
Center parents in the present study may have been unaware of
the teachers'

"invisible structure"

and specific techniques for

maximizing child compliance and autonomy in children,
diffrences were

in that no

found between Center and non-Center parents in the

amount of compliance-seeking or autonomy-promoting behaviors or
between Center and non-Center children's rates of compliance or
self-help initiations in response to their parents.

Data from the

Larger Study suggest that Center parents notice the "visible
structure" of

centers and are more likely than non-Center parents

to adapt their living space to the child's needs by providing low
shelves

for toys and more safety features

(e.g.

plug covers,

locks on cabinets).

The Center parents'

physical environment

to resemble more closely the features

the Center may be unrelated to
"invisible"

goal of

safety

purpose for adapting their
found in

the goal of promoting autonomy (the

these features in the Center).

They could have

made these modifictions for convenience or to provide continuity
for the child.

Regardless of

the home environment,

the parents’

motivation for modifying

the visible modifications could have

influenced the patterns of behavior between parent and child in the
Center group.

If

the environmental structure served to prohibit

exploration of certain areas and to provide autonomous
accessibility to permitted areas and objects,

the parents'

role of
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protector and prohibitor would be more likely to become "invisible"
in Center families than in non-Center families.

The parents'

disciplinary role in non-Center famil5.es (where fewer child safety
precautions were taken and fewer attempts were made to make
materials accessible to their child) would likely be more "visible"
than in Center families.
explanation.

Findings from this study support that

While Center and non-Center families did not differ

in their "teacher-like" behaviors, non-Center families showed more
"non-teacher-like" behaviors than did Center parents.
Environmental modifications may have contributed to the differences
in parental roles.

The greater number of prohibiting, restricting

behaviors shown by non-Center parents may also help explain their
lower ratings on warmth.
If Center parents were aware of the teachers'

invisible

motivation for structuring physical and social interactions and
consciously choosing to promote autonomy and elicit compliance,
Center parents should have been higher in "teacher-like” behaviors
than non-Center parents.

If Center parents were higher in

"teacher-like" behaviors, their children should have been higher
than non-Center children in compliance and self-help behaviors (see
Feldman & Sarnat, 1984).

Because teacher-like behavior for parents

and compliance or self-help skill for children did not differ
between groups, tt Is possible that Center parents did not fully
understand the extent of the structure employed by early childhood
teachers or that they had not had the time or seclfic instruction
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program and profession affects the continuity and emotional climate
of

the program.

Adequate pay,

benefits, professional status and

social and professional support must be established and maintained
to ensure quality environments.
and Collard's

Model programs such as Keister's

(University of Massachusetts)

visible considerations

(those factors regulated by outside

agencies) and invisible considerations
and stable environment)

attend to both the

(providing a professional

of quality.

Increasing the professionalism of early childhood education is
a relatively expensive proposition.
financial support,
become part of

Without public or private

group care for infants and toddlers is likely to

the educational sphere, but only for the wealthy who

can afford the benefits of quality center-based care.
group care for lower-class infants,

Day care,

is likely to remain locked

attitudinally and financially to social welfare, not education.
If middle-class parents become more informed about the field
of early childhood education,
complexity of

if they better understand the

the teaching role,

then they are more likely to

demand a level of quality in group care for young children that
educational and care-giving.
of

is

The visible and invisible structures

the teaching role must be made equally clear to parents.
Educating the public about the educational dimension of day

care has political ramifications for all young children.
public support

While

for day care links early childhood education to

social work by providing subsidy only for children whose parents
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are on public assistance or whose parents abuse them,

legislation

such as the proposed bill PL 5704 in Massachusetts links early
childhood education to public education by demanding public
education for all children prior to kindergarten.

While this bill

does not propose public education for infants or toddlers,

it

suggests a trend in public attitude about the educational needs of
preschoolers and their families, a trend motivated by the
middle-class.
Basic philosophical and methodological differences exist
%

between early childhood teachers,
elementary teachers,

trained in child development,

trained in educational psychology.

and

Unless

early childhood teachers positively accentuate the differences
between the two approaches and form alliances with public schools,
it is

likely that certified elementary teachers and not early

childhood professionals will be hired by the schools if bills such
as PL 5704 are accepted and implemented.
methods are best for preschoolers,
and supported with research.
(1984,

p.

6)

calls

If developmentally based

this point must be made clearly

In a recent address, Bettye Caldwell

for cooperation among teachers:

"Public schools are not the enemies of early childhood
programs, but if we do not make them aware of us and
what we can contribute to the overall development of
the children in their programs,

they will be less

likely to give us the support we need in the
development of public policies for children and
families.
If we want to move out of the domain of
pathology which is where we started, an alliance wit
education may be the most helpful linkage we can
establish.
That does not mean surrendering to
education, but rather exerting influence and sharing
public resources."
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In summary,

educating parents and the broader community to

the complexity of the role of

the early childhood teacher and

forming alliances with elementary school teachers has
ramifications
level of

for public policy,

for increasing the professional

the field and for fostering the development of young

children and families.

Findings from the present study suggest

that middle-class parents are aware of certain features but not
of

the range of

roles assumed by their children's teachers.

Directions for further research
The model infant and toddler day care programs on which
this dissertation research was based were intentionally designed
as half-day programs.

Roberta Collard,

Collard Infant Day Care Center at
Massachusetts,
arrangement

founder of

the Roberta

the University of

expressed the opinion that the optimal caregiving

for infants and toddlers included mornings in

individualized,

quality group care and afternoons in a home

setting with an individual caregiver (R.

Collard,

personal

communication, July 1984).
While half-day Center children and non-Center children
showed no differences In their behavior toward their parents with
respect

to compliance,

self-help Initiations or socially

demanding behavior, differences In the children were found with
respect

to the number of hours per week the mothers were

employed.

Mothers working more than 20 hours/week were less
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likely to make maturity demands and more likely to initiate
object play than were mothers working less than 20 hours/week,
and mothers working more than 20 hours/week were less likely to
initiate self-help activities in their children.

These data

alone are not reason for concern but suggest that the number of
hours mothers are employed influences the nature of the
parent-child relationship.

Other studies have noted different

patterns of parent-child interactions related to maternal
employment status.

Feldman and Sarnat

(1984) suggest

overload and stress from full-time employment

that role

(40 hours)

in

addition to family responsibilities may interfere with sensitive
interaction between mothers and toddlers;

Zaslow et al.

(1983)

found less cognitive stimulation directed toward infant boys of
full-time

(40 hours)

Owen (1981)

and Chase-Lansdale and

found higher rates of insecure attachment between

infant boys and
families.

employed mothers;

their fathers in full-time,

2 wage-earner

The different patterns of parent-child interaction

shown in the present study with respect to full-time or part-time
maternal employment status concur with the results of
mentioned and imply that

the studies

further research in this area is

necessary.
Research is also needed to define commonly used terms and
concepts.

What constitutes "quality care"?

What quantity and

nature of activities constitute "quality time" between parent and
child?

Is

there a "critical"

limit

to the number of hours a
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child can be separated from its parents without negatively
affecting their relationship?

Families accommodate in different

ways, based on their personal strengths and support systems.
Some differences compensate for others; no single outcome can be
predicted for family development based solely on infant-toddler
group care or part-time/full-time employment.

Howes and Olenick

(1984) showed that high quality center care, husbands' and wives'
relatively equal role-sharing of child care and mothers'
satisfaction with work were important factors related to
children's self-regulatory skills and parents' approaches to
control.

Numerous research possibilities exist with respect to

these critical factors.

What role-sharing patterns develop in

families where both parents work full time versus both or one
parent work part-time?

What is the relationship between maternal

role satisfaction, employment status and the parents
child-care duties?

sharing

Is there a relationship between child

competence and the length of time the child is in a particular
type of child care setting?

What is the relationship between

paternal role—satisfaction and effective parenting.
Early childhood professionals in many high quality programs
have helped children adjust to daily separations from parents.
While this is important to child and family development, the
child's re-adjustment to being with parents is equally crucial.
How can early childhood professionals ease difficult transitions
experienced by working families?

Or should that transition be
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left to parents?
Are the domains of parent and teacher different or do
principles of positive discipline relate to competence in
children for teachers and parents?
related

to child curiosity,

(Ainsworth et al.,

1974;

1957) are similar to

Parental characteristics

competence and secure attachment

Baumrind,

1971;

Sears, Maccoby & Levin,

teaching characteristics related to

self-reliance and internalized control for children (Read,
Stone,

1978),

and toddlers?

1950;

What constitutes positive discipline for infants
Sears et al.

(1957)

linked the development of high

conscience in children to parental behavior and attitudes.
Parents who allowed age appropriate dependency,
reasoning,

used high

low physical punishment and provided children with

suggestions and alternatives for more appropriate or positive
ways to meet

their needs were more likely than other parents to

have preschool-aged children who internalized control.
Baumrind's

(1967,

1971)

studies of

child rearing patterns

detailed previously also linked child competence to the following
characteristics:

setting clear and consistent limits, making age

appropriate maturity demands,

communicating clearly and

reasonably and displaying warmth and involvement.

Early

childhood professionals have translated those principles
addressed by Sears and Baumrind to specific approaches for
organizing classrooms and talking with children (Read,
Stone,

1978;

Broohv et al.,

1975; Hildenbrand,

1950;

1980; Lundsteen &
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Tarrow,

1978)

and many preschool teachers,

trained In these

approaches, have internalized the ideas and incorporated them
into their personal teaching styles.

While literature about

parent effectiveness can also guide teachers of
toddlers,

infants and

few attempts have been made to translate research

findings to educational practices.
The model infant programs developed by Keister (1970) and
Collard provide examples of positive discipline.

The competent

children in Keister's program were exposed to age appropriate
tasks graded in difficulty and appropriate maturity demands.
Teachers

in Collard's program (the Center program for this

dissertation)

encouraged self“reliance,

concern for others and

creativity in infants by following specific approaches to
structuring the physical and social environments for children.
The approaches used at

the Collard center are based on the

clinical experiences of

the founder and staff as well as evidence

from parent-child and teacher-child interaction research
previously reviewed.

It is assumed that the specific

developmentally-oriented approaches to interacting with infants
will be effective with parents and teachers.
adults

Guidelines for

in the Collard center include physical and social

emphases.
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Designing a physical environment to support self-initiation,
creativity,
1.

curiosity and cooperation

Remove all safety hazards and breakables not necessary
for comfort.

2.

Provide low shelves

for toys rather than toy boxes or

baskets.
3.

Toys should be age appropriate and both structured and
unstructured toys should be provided in order to
promote creativity and attention.

4.

Not too many toys should be presented at once.

5.

Novel activities or toys should be introduced
occasionally when the child is bored.

6.

Duplicate toys of

favorite items should be available.

Competition over materials is not the best way to
promote prosocial behavior.
7.

Opportunity to practice motor skills must be provided.

Approaches to interacting with children in order to support
self-initiation,

creativity,

curiosity and cooperation^

1. Allow self-direction unless child is bored or
destructive.
2.

Make positive suggestions about behavior.

3.

Make clear requests,

coaxing/begging/coratnanding m

question form are confusing messages to children.

4.

Provide alternatives

to undesirable behavior.

5.

Offer choices appropriate to children.

6.

Motivate the child rather than telling him/her what to
do.

7.

Physically assist the child in a task he/she has begun
and cannot complete.

8.

Prepare the child for shifts in activity or routine.

9.

Invite the child's participation and encourage the
child's perserverence.

While studies such as Baumrind's and Sears'

have

demonstrated effective styles of parent-child interaction, model
programs such as Keister’s and Collard's show how these styles of
interaction can be translated
interactions in centers.

to daily activities and

It is

from this marriage of research

and application that successful intervention programs can be
developed to assist parents who are experiencing difficulty in
setting limits

for their children.

The ecology of

"quality" day care:

A review of

Implications for research

the day care research suggests that

high

quality nonraaternal care” does not appear to negatively affect
the child's social, emotional, or intellectual development.
major problem with this research is that the definition of

A
high

quality nonmaternal care" has not been well-defined or studied.
One of
et al,,

the conclusions made by the National Day Care Study (Ruopp
1979) was

that "judgements of quality must

rest on direct

95
assessment of
impact"

(p.

the child's daily experience and its developmental

64).

Ecological theories of social and personality

development provide a framework from which to approach such
assessments

(Whiting & Whiting,

1975;

Bronfenbrenner,

1976).

These theories assume that different developmental consequences
are related to the settings in which individuals spend time.
Differences are reflected in the roles and activities of
participants.
Attempts at defining "quality" have recently received
attention in the literature.

The following characteristics have

been related to child competence:
Ruopp et al.,
1983; Howes,
Vandell,

1983;

1979), adult/child ratio (Clarke-Stewart & Fein,
1983;

Vandell,

1983),

1983) and adequacy of

Patterson,

group size (Vandell,

1974; Ruopp et al.,

staff

training (Howes,

space and materials
1979;

Vandell,

1983;

(Rowe &

1983).

Conflicting

evidence has been reported with regard to the relative importance
of each of
et al. ,
factor

these dimensions.

1979)

The National Day Care Study (Ruopp

concluded that group size was a more important

than ratio in "quality" care,

claiming that smaller groups

facilitated caregiver involvement with children.
criticized

Vandell (1983)

their conclusion because the range of ratio observed

by the National Day Care Study was so restricted.

In Vandell's

study of high, moderate and low quality group care (quality
measured by group size,

adequacy of

space

adult/child ratio,

and materials),

training of

staff,

preschool programs rated as
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moderate had ratios of

1.13 while low quality programs had ratios

of greater than 1.23.

Vandell concluded that interaction

observed in high quality programs do not generalize to programs
without those assets.

Howes

(1983)

found adult-child ratio and

caregiver training to be the best indicators of quality (as
measured by child and adult social initiation,
and responsiveness)

in toddler care.

disagreements about

the characteristics of

positive affect

What acccounts

for the

"high quality"?

Looking to ecological theory, we might expect that factors
embedded in the categories of group size or adult/child ratio to
account for some of the discrepancies in the literature.

By

focussing only on the number of individuals in a setting, we may
be overlooking critical features of

the setting.

In the

following section, dimensions

related to "high quality day care

will be analyzed with respect

to ways in which they influence the

child's daily experience.
In evaluating the quality of a given day care setting, both
physical and social dimensions must be considered.

While the

number of children and adults present have implications for the
nature of activities and roles possible,
stability of
caregivers,

children,

the ages,

sex and

the sex, number and stability of

and the spatial and temporal structure of

the program

are also influential in defining an environment.
Most day care programs differ
school programs

from traditional nursery

in the length of time children spend in the
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program and also in the stability of
day.

the social group during the

Children attending nursery school programs attend a set

number of days and hours,
each day.

arriving and departing at the same time

Day care programs, on the other hand,

around parents'

work schedules.

are designed

The distinction between

"child-centered" and "adult-centered"

schedules may not be

insignificant given the importance of time in middle-class
American daily life.

Day care centers operate a set number of

hours a day and children enter and leave at various times within
that range depending on their parents'

work schedules.

Not all

children come each day, nor do all children remain for the same
length of

time each day.

Teachers' work schedules also vary

during the hours the centers operate.

Children in day care are

members of a group (or several groups) during the day by virtue
of

sharing space and activities and are expected to develop

"group behaviors"

(e.g.

sharing resources and teacher attention,

cooperating in routine activities such as "pick-up time" or
"circle" and often adapting their needs for sleep and eating to
the group schedule).

In nursery school settings,

beginning and ending of

the clear

the day defines the group membership.

A

day care group however must organize and reorganize several times
during the day In order to accommodate Individuals coming and
going.

This changing composition of

the group has implications

for social development.
Children in day care form attachments to each other
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(Schwartz, Krolick & Strickland,

1973).

The nature of these

attachments is likely to vary depending on the structure of the
program.

Smith and Connolly (1980)

found that when 3 and 4

year-old children were members of a small group (10 children) the
children formed a single close-knit group but when the same
children merged with a larger group

(29),

the close-knit group

dispersed and exclusive pairs or cliques developed.
seem that

the arrival and departure schedules of

It would

individual

children would have a more pronounced influence on children in
small groups than on children in large goups.
Not only do individual children in day care often attend
programs for different lengths of
also attend only on selected days.

time during the day,

they may

Children attending group care

full-time have a different role in the group than do children
attending fewer hours or days.

Children attending part

time must

gain entry into the group and negotiate a role each time they
arrive.

Attending group care on non-consecutive days could be

more stressful for some children than attending either full-time
or on consecutive days.

Different patterns of social behavior

might be evident between children attending day care full-time or
on consecutive days and children attending part-time or on
non-consecutive days.
Characteristics of
behaviors.

individuals in a group may also influence

Greensberg and Peck (1974)

coeducational nursery school groups,

suggest that

in

girls are likely to be more
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independent and boys to be more socially responsive and less
disruptive than are children in same-sex groups.

Older girls in

preschool mixed-age groups have been observed to attend to and
comfort younger children in the group (McGrew,
been suggested

that

1972).

It has

the relative age of children's frequent

companions may influence the development of social behavior
(Edwards & Whiting,

1977;

Whiting & Whiting,

1975).

Contact with

adults has been shown to evoke dependent behaviors in children.
Contact with infants has been related

to nuturant behavior while

experience tending toddlers has elicited punitive or critical
behavior.

Experience with same-age peers has been associated

with higher levels of competition and hostility than experiences
with same-age peers

(Bronfenbrenner,

1970; Murphy,

few day care centers segregate children by sex,
common practice.

The ratio of

1937).

While

age grouping is

teachers to children is but one of

the important measures to regard when analyzing group influences
on individual behavior.
and age have

The literature clearly suggests that sex

impact on behavior.

Caring for toddlers requires different skills than caring
for either infants or older children.

Whiting and Whiting (1975)

have shown that toddlers are likely to elicit controlling and
punitive behavior from their caregivers.

If same-age peers tend

to be more competitive and hostile than cross-age peers and if
the behavior of
caregivers,

toddlers elicits critical responses from

the quality of

interaction in a toddler center is

100
likely to differ from the interaction in other day care settings
for children and adults.
Recommendations for "quality" group care have been made for
group size and adult/child ratio.
consider,

While important factors to

these gross measures may not guarantee consistent

research findings given the less visible contributions suggested
by the research.

The National Day Care Study recommends a 1:5

teacher/child ratio for toddler care and also advocates for small
groups.

Interpretations of how this recommendation should be

implemented could vary,
theorists,

and according to the ecological

so would the social consequences.

What differences in

social behavior might be expected between a toddler class with 5
children and

1

teacher and 10 children and 2 teachers?

Integration into a social support network has been found to
predict

the effectiveness of mothers in parent-child interaction

(Hetherington et al.,

1976;

Weinraub & Wolfe,

1983).

Teachers,

too, may benefit from the social support of another adult.
(1983)

found

teachers with fewer "housework responsibilities

be more expressive of

Howes
to

positive affect, more responsive and less

restrictive and negative toward children than teachers with heavy
task responsibilities.

A teacher of

responsible for the range of

routine tasks (e.g.

toileting/diapering, dressing,
as well as

5 toddlers would be

cleaning-up,

feeding,

preparing materials)

interacting with children in positive and

-educational" ways) whereas two teachers with 10 children could
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share the routine tasks,

possibly allowing for increased

opportunity for interaction time.

The decrease in effective

parenting following divorce has been linked not only to the
emotional stress of parents but also to stress resulting from a
lack of

support

in parenting (Hetherington et al.,

1982).

The

support experienced by two complementary teachers is likely to
reduce the stress experienced by the individuals and may have an
effect on the quality of

interaction possible in a given day care

setting.
In summary,

researchers investigating the

quality

of day

care for children have reached different conclusions concerning
the nature and importance of various dimensions of such
"quality."

Bronfenbrenner's model of ecological development

suggests that analysis of
generally studied (e.g.

subtle variations within the categories

group size,

adult/child ratio) may help

clarify the definition of quality and add to our understanding of
how experience in day care influences child development.
Belsky and Steinberg (1978) criticized the abundance of
studies conducted at university-affiliated centers.
that

I suggest

such centers may provide an invaluable service to the

research community.

By manipulating subtle structural features

of a day care program (e.g.
the length of day,

a definite beginning and ending to

the age and sex compositions of groups,

and

adult/child ratio), we may be better able to assess the child's
daily experience in day care and its developmental impact.
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Conclusion

Between a third and a half of the families with working
parents utilize some form of day care to supplement parental
care.

Although a substantial amount of research on day care's

effects on young children has been published,
about

little is known

the relationship between family dynamics and supplementary

child care structures.

Public policy recommendations are based

on the existing research.

The broader culture is becoming more

tolerant of day care for children,
our understanding of

and yet,

serious gaps exist

its impact on children and families.

the conclusions presented in the final report of
Care Study (Ruopp et al.,
must

1979)

and

One of

the National Day

states that "judgments of quality

rest on direct assessment of

and its developmental impact"

in

(p.

the child's daily experience
64).

This exploratory study

the larger study of which this is a part, explored the

effects of

center-based care of infants and toddlers on family

development.
It was hypothesized that parents selecting quality
center-based care for their infants and toddlers would modify
their behavior and home environments as a result of daily
interaction with trained teachers.
behavior were
respect

No differences in child

found between Center and non-Center children with

to compliance,

self-help or socially-engaging behaviors.
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Non-Center parents were found to use more restriction and refusal
than Center parents did.
by certain overt

Center parents may have been influenced

features of

the Center environment motivating

both physical changes to their home environments and different
patterns of

social behavior with their children.

A distinction

was made between the visible and invisible structures of quality
early childhood programs and the professional and political
implications of

sharing this knowledge with parents and

elementary school teachers were discussed.
Future research must go beyond the direct effects of day
care on child behavior;
of education,

it must cross the traditional boundaries

psychology,

sociology and anthropology.

The

present study represents an attempt to meet Bronfenbrenner s
challenge to respect "ecological validity"

by analyzing the

subtle distinctions in parent-child interaction in families with
part-time and full-time working parents and in respect to
involvement

in specific child care programs.

changes observed may be program-specific, but
be similar to

they are likely to

those found in other studies with middle-class

samples involved in high-quality,
Replication of

The behavioral

part-time center care.

this study and investigations of other similar

programs can contribute to the formulation of ecological theories

of

family development#

/
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APPENDIX A
Coding Categories and Definitions
Rating Scales
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Coding Categories
Parent Behaviors
Available versus Ignoring Behaviors
PI.
Watches, waits, available
P2.
Ignores, absent
Accepting versus Rejecting Behaviors
P3.
P4.
P5.
P6.
P7.

Touches affectionately
Speaks to child affectionately
Complies with child's request
Responds to child's social conversation
Responds to, extends the child's game, song,

P8.

Refuses

play

Encouraging Autonomy versus Encouraging Compliance
P9.
P10.

Scolds
Descriptive praise

Pll. Offers choice
P12. Invites child's initiation
P13. Encouraging child to keep trying
P14. Asks if child wants help before helping
P15. Assists child in action child initiated but cannot
complete
P16. Evaluative praise
P17. Cares for child without inviting child
Setting Clear Limits versus Confused Messages
P18. Channels/redirects
P19. Requests compliance/assistance
P20.

Imitates verbally

P21.

Imitates action

P22.
P23.

Restrains
Takes away object

P9

Lx

P25-.

Prohibits

for reasons of

safety or consideration

P26.
P27.

Prohibits
Gives command in question form

Provides Interesting Activity versus Chatter
P28.
P29.

Initiates play with object
expected)
Initiates social conversation (response

P30.

Social chatter (no response expected)

P31.

Initiates social play

Promotes Cognitive Development
P32. Labels, asks for information
P33. Describes function/process
P34. Prepares child for future activity
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Child Behaviors
Socially Demanding/Engaging Behaviors
Cl.
Explores object, shows to parent
C2.
Vocalizes to parent
C3.
Seeks assistance, object
C4.
Seeks parent attention
C5.
Touches affectionately
C6.
Looks at parent
C7.
Initiates social play
Socially Responsive Behaviors
C8.
Imitates verbally
C9.
Imitates behavior
CIO. Extends play initiated by adult
Cll. Actively complies, cooperates
C12. Passively complies, cooperates
C13. Resists, refuses
C14. Mild negative vocalization
Independent/Private Activity
C15. Explores object independently
C16. Initiates self-help task
C17. Ignores
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DEFINITIONS

Available/Ignoring

PI.

Watches/available.
Parent looks at, watches child
unaccompanied by other behavior.
Code this behavior if
parent is present and readily available to the child
whether in full view of the camera or not.

P2.

Ignores/absent.
Parent is actively inattentive to needs
or activity of child or is absent from the setting in
which the child is a member (e.g. parent reads magazine
while child is bathing or leaves to attend to other
tasks).

P3.

Touches affectionately.

Parent hugs,

cuddles, kisses,

pats child.
P4.

Speaks to child affectionately.
Parent calls child by
affectionate name (e.g. ”my sweetie," or comments on
affection for child).

oo
c

P5.

Complies with child request.
Parent responds to verbal
or nonverbal child request (e.g. leaves room to get
requested toy, hands child object child gestures for).

P6.

Responds to child’s social conversation, initiation^
song.
Reciprocates or extends child's social speech,

0J

oo
e

song "or laughter (in the absence of object play).

4-1

a.
<3
u
o

p7 .

<

R^nnnds to. extends child's game/object pla^ Responds
to or extends child's play.
Social speech may or may not
be included in this behavior code but object involvemen
is necessary.

p8.

Refuses.
Parent refuses
child-initiated activity

object offered or involvement in
(e.g.

"I don’t want

to play

anymore").

\ a;
>> <->

E C

O CO
C -H
O rH

u a.

3 E
< o

o
a) cn
oo cu
co oo

Cfl

3
O
CJ
c
w

P9.

Scolds.
action

Parent verbally expresses disapproval of child's
(e.g.

"Why did you do that? Naughty boy.

..praise or narrative.

).

Parent comments on

child’s behavior, performance in a positive tone o
vo
u
evaluating the child (e.g. "You’re washing your
face now” versus

"Good girl,

you washed your face

).
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Pll. Offers choice.
Parent assists child in compliance by
providing acceptable choices (e.g.
Do you want the red
or the blue wash cloth?").
Implicit is the expectation
that one choice will be made.
\
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P12.

Invites child*s initiation.
Parent invites child to
attempt task independently (e.g. "Can you wash your own
face" or

P13.

CJ

<u to

60 <D
t0 60

Encourages child to keep trying.
Parent encourages child
to perservere on a task despite difficulty with the first
attempt (e.g.

J-i to
3
o
o
c
w

you almost have it

P14.

Asks if child wants help before helping.

P15.

Assists child in action child initiated but cannot
complete.
Parent helps child succeed at task (e.g.
loosens top to bottle child is trying to unscrew, pulls
over child's head after child began task).

P16. Evaluative praise.
Parent praises child or child s
performance, linking the two (e.g. "Good girl!
Great

c c
•H "H
CJ
<d
o
a
<

"That's it, keep trying;

now").

60 60

AJ

"you try").

job!").

AJ

O
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p 17.

Cares for child without inviting child..
and completes action (e.g.

MS.

Parent initiates

dressing, washing).

Channels/redirects.
Parent acknowledges the flow of
action and provides acceptable alternatives for child
(e.g. "Pour water
the tub, here s a pail ) or parent
introduces an interesting activity to divert child s
attention from undesirable activity..
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P19.

expectation of compliance

P20.

o

>

cn -h
o

Stand up now,

it

. liar
Imitates verbally..

parent imitates but does not extend
Parent lmiua

child's speech.

60 CJ
•H

<d

(e.g.

to get out").

crj cn

c „
60
jj c

Requests compliance/assistance.
Parent gives clear
commands, requests, definite^'s and don t s with the

P21.

•
Imitates action.

Parent
Parent

imitates but does not extend
lraiLnu

child's action.

m- sss® .s-scs s: XJ'srSwdressing)•
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Setting Clear Limits/
Giving Confused Messages

P23.

Coaxes/begs.
Parent encourages child to comply with
expectation by repeating request over and over (e.g.
"Wash your face now; please wash your face; wash your
face for Mommy," etc.).

P24.

Prohibits for safety reasons or for consideration of
others.
Parent verbally forbids or removes object when a
danger is present for the child or other or if child's
behavior is inconsiderate of another's rights/comforts
(e.g. child throwing a cup of water at parent).

P25.

Prohibits.
Parent verbally forbids or removes object
when no threat of danger or consideration for others is
evident.

P26. Gives command in question form.
Parent asks child about
action that will occur regardless of child's response, in
other words, offers a choice when none really exists
(e.g. "Do you want to get out?" when parent is taking

Provides Interesting Activity

child out).

P27.

Initiates play with object.
Parent shows, offers object
to child or begins object play as an invitation to mutual
play.

P28.

Initiates social conversation.
Parent speaks to child,
asks questions with the expection of a social response.

P29.

Initiates social chatter.
Parent whistles, sings, uses
short responsible questions ( What's that ), talks to
self, without an expected child reply.

P30.

Initiates social play.
Parent initiates reciprocal
non-object play (e.g. makes faces to make child laugh,
peek-a-boo).
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Cl.

Explores object/shows to parent.
Child uses object to
engage parent.
He/she manipulates, examines toy or
object and then shows, gives object to parent.

C2.

Vocalizes to parent.
looking at parent;

C3.

Seeks assistance/object.
Child verbally requests or
demands assistance of object ("Help me; Give me ) or

Socially Demanding/Engaging

points,
C4.

Child vocalizes to parent while

calls to parent.

gestures for assistance or object.

Seeks parent attention.
Child verbally seeks attention
("Look, watch me," shriek) or gestures for attention
(e.g.

C5.

clings, waves,

pats).

Touches affectionately.

Child hugs,

kisses or pats

parent.
C6.

Looks at parent.

Child checks-in with parent,

glancing

briefly unaccompanied by vocalization.
C7.

Initiates social play.

Child initiates non-object play

or game.
C8.

Imitates verbally.

C9.

Imitates action.
attempts

CIO.

Child imitates parent vocalization.
Child imitates parent behavior,

or

to imitate.

Extends play initiated by parent..
and begins to play or explore it;

Child accepts object
joins object play

initiated by parent.
rnmnlles. cooperates,
request or anticipates sequence of behavior (e-g- *
hand in dressing, steps out of pants when pulled down).

C12.

lifted
cooperates.
Child lies passively, is
ting).
passively '(neither actively cooperating or resis

pagg-ivpIv
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C13.
^ ^
^
(0 c

Resists/refuses.
Child pulls, turns away from parent,
cries out, shakes head no, verbalizes NO or deliberately
refuses (not just ignores) object or request.

•HO

Independent/Private

u oco aj

,

CIA. Mild negative vocalization.
Child cries, whimpers,
fusses unaccompanied by resisting behavior.

C15. Explores object.
Child manipulates, examines,
without engaging parental involvement.

plays

C16.

Initiates self-help task.
Child initiates self-help task
even if unable to complete it unassisted or child
announces intention to do so (e.g.
Joey wash face ).

C17.

Ignores.
Child turns away from parent after a request
has been made or object offered.
This code may not be
coded with explores object.
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Parental Scales
I. Parental Control
Traditional (1) prohibits, restrains, scolds, coaxes, begs,
commands in question form, evaluative praise, refuses
Teacher-like (7) high in the following behaviors: imitates
child's language and play, descriptive praise, describes
function, offers choice, channels/redirects, requests
compliance
II. Encourages Autonomy
Low (l)

cares for child without inviting child, no maturity

demands
High (7) invites child's initiation, encourages child to keep
trying, asks if child wants help before helping, assists
child in tasks child began but cannot complete,

prepares

child for future activity
III. Warmth
Low (1)

rejecting, hostile

High (7) extremely affectionate and cheerful
IV. Child's Self-Help Initiations
Low (1)

passive,

demands parental help

High (7) highly initiating of self-help activity,
autonomy
V. Child's Cooperation
Low (O highly uncooperative
High (7) highly cooperative
VI. Socially Involved
Low (1)

plays alone,

ignores parent

High (7) highly
involvement
to parent, v^——assistance

instists on

APPENDIX B
Formulas for Cluster Variables

Formulas for Cluster Variables
Teacher-like Behavior
Promotes Autonomy = watches, waits + offers choice + invites
initiation + asks if child needs help before
helping
Play and Management = responds to/imitates child's language or
social initiation + responds to/imitates
child's play + descriptive praise +
channels/redirects + requests compliance
Nonteacher-like = Prohibits + restrains + refuses/scolds +
coaxes/begs + commands in question form +
evaluative praise + cares for child without
inviting child
Socially Demanding/ = Explores object, shows to parent + vocalizes
Engaging Behavior
to parent + seeks assistance, object,
attention + looks at parent + initiates
social play
Compliance Behavior = Actively complies, cooperates + passively
complies, cooperates
Self-help Behavior = Initiates self-help activity
Adult Initiates = Initiates play with object + initiates social
play, conversation + labels object
Child Resists = Refuses,

resists +

mild

negative

vocalization

Parent Resists = Refuses/scolds + restrains + prohibits

appendix c
Reliability for Coding Categories
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Reliability for Coding Categories
Reliability =

_2X agrees_
Total agrees + Total disagrees

Coding Category

Coder 1

Coder 2

1.0

1.0

1.0
1.0

1.0
1.0

available

Coder 3

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

PI

Watches, waits,

P2
P3
P4

Ignores, absent
Shows Affection (P3 + P4)
Complies with child's request

P5

Responds to/imitates speech

.96

.88

.97

P6

(P6 + P20)
Responds to/imitates play

.80

.86

.96

(P7 + P21)
Refuses/scolds (P8 + P9)
Descriptive praise (P10)

.80

(P5)

P7
P8
P9
P10

.95

Offers choice (Pll)
Invites child's initiation/
encourages child to keep
trying (P12 + P13)
Asks if child needs help before
helping/assists in action child

P12

Evaluative praise (P16)

P13

Cares for child without
inviting participation (P17)

P14

P15

Channels/redirects (P18)
Requests compliance (P19)

P16
P17
P18

Restrains (P22)
Coaxes/begs (P23)
Prohibits for safety (P24)

P19
P20

Prohibits (P25)
Commands in question form (P2b)

P21

Initiates play with object

P22

Initiates social play,

1.0
1.0
.93
.97

1.0
1.0

(P27)

conversation (P28 + P30)
P23
P24

Social chatter (P29)
Labels, asks for information

P25

Describes function (P32)
Prepares for future activity

1.0

1.0

initiated (P14 + P15)

.88
1.0
.93

.86
.99

.89
.99

1.0
.81

.88
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
.91

1.0
.97

.98
.83
.83

1.0
1.0

1.0
1.0
1.0
.86
.95

1.0

(P31)

(P33)

1.0
1.0
.86
.82

Pll

P26

1.0

.97

.90
.93
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Explores object,

shows to parent

C2
C3

(Cl)
Vocalizes to parent (C2)
Seeks assistance, object,

ON
00•

Cl

1.0

.97

1.0

1.0

1.0
.99
.83

C5
C6

attention (C3 + C4)
Looks at parent (Cb)
Initiates social play (C7)
Extends play initiated by parent,

C7

imitates (C8 + C9 + CIO)
Actively complies, cooperates

1.0

.89

.97

C8

(Cll)
Passively complies,

1.0

.97

.96

C9

(C12)
Resists,

CIO

(C13 + C17)
Mild negative vocalization (C14)

Cll

Explores object

C4

refuses,

cooperates

ignores

independently

1.0

.86
.94

.92
.95
.94

.97

.89

1.0
.82

1.0
.94

1.0
.92
.98

( C15 )
C12

Initiates self-help task (C16)
X

ns

1.0
.93

1.0

.91
.95“

.92

.96“

.95“

